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Honorable  Board  oC  SupervXaora 
City  end  County  of  San  Pronclsoo 
City  Hall 

San  Pronclnco,  Collfomla  ^UlOZ 
Oentlenen: 

The  Wwlslon  of  Hlghxaye  taVea  pleasure  in  Dub- 
mtttlng  this  report  covering  preliialiiary  findingD  for 
State  Hlehway  Route  480,  the  Oolden  Gate  PreeMey. 
This  Hss  requefltcd  In  your  Reaolutlon  No,  605-63  and 
related  correspondence  between  State  and  local  offlclBla. 

Thio  BtuOy  11III  not  be  complete  until  the  Division 
of  KlshHaya  hae  helil  a  public  hearins  In  accord  with 
eatabllshed  California  Hlghuay  Ccmlaslon  route  adoption 
procedure. 

RecixsnendBtione  relative  to  route  aelcctlon  will 
not  be  made  to  the  California  HlghHay  Coratnlsnlon  until 
all  data,  including  hearing  teatimony,  has  been  evaluated 
with  reopBOt  to  coaraunlty  valuea,  relative  coats,  and 
traffic  servloe. 

The  propoaola  contained  herein  repreaent  a  con- 
tinued effort  on  the  part  of  the  Divlalon  of  HlghHoya  to 
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Honoroble  Board  of  Superviaora 
-  2  - 


Iferch  6,  1965 


afford  San  Pranclacana  and  their  neighbors  -  bo  they 
reoldento,  niotorlsta,  ahoppera,  Horkcra,  or  aieht-aeero  - 
rapid,  safe  and  pleasant  inoveraent  within  San  Pranciaco. 

We  feel  that  the  alternatives  proposed  herein 
provide  San  Pranclaeons  an  opportunity  to  aid  In  the 
selection  of  a  freeway  routing  which  will  be  an  aaset  to 
the  "City's"  aooiBl  life  end  esoentlal  to  Ita  continued 
econooic  nell-being. 

Very  truly  youra. 


Al/itJ  S,  HART 
District  Engineer 


San  Francisco  Public  Libraiy 
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INTRODUCTION 

San  Franciscans  have  made  the  automobile  an  essential 
element  in  their  way  of  life.  In  1940,  635,  000  San  Franciscans 
drove  198,  000  motor  vehicles .  740,  000  San  Franciscans  now  op- 
erate 326,000  motor  vehicles.  By  1985,  it  is  predicted  that  over 
800,  000  San  Franciscans  will  drive  about  480,  000  motor  vehicles  . 

The  city  is  deeply  involved  in  designing  a  regional  rapid 
transit  system  which  together  with  local  transit  will  handle  about 
40%  of  the  peak-hour  and  11%  of  the  total  daily  people  movement. 
The  remaining  60%  of  the  peak-hour  and  89%  of  the  daily  move- 
ment of  people  within  San  Francisco  will  be  by  automobile. 

This  report  is  part  of  a  continuing  effort  to  integrate  the 
automobile  andthe  convenience,  versatility,  and  comfort  this  nec- 
essity provides  into  San  Francisco's  compact  urban  environment. 

Mobility  -  the  ability  to  move  people  and  goods  freely  with- 
in "The  City"  as  well  as  to  it  and  from  it  -  is  the  major  key  to  the 
preservation  of  San  Francisco's  economic  vitality  and  in  the  long 
run  the  cultural  and  aesthetic  values  held  so  dear. 

State  and  local  governments  both  recognize  the  challenge 
we  face.  The  California  Highway  Commission,  through  passage 
of  its  resolution  of  October  29,  1964,  has  made  possible  the  con- 
tinuance of  planning  on  Route  480.  San  Francisco's  Board  of  Sup- 
ervisors, through  passage  of  their  Resolutions  No.  496-63  and 


DIRECTING  CITY  AND  STATE  TO 
STUDY  CERTAIN  NEW  FREEWAY 
BOtlTES. 

hesolution  no.  nor,-in 

WHEREAS.  A  solution  lo  the  so- 
CBlltd  Freeway  Revolt  of  1959.  In  which 
the  Board  ul  Supervisors  lolloived  Ihe 
wishes  ot  the  people  and  halted  > 
State  plon  to  crlsi-cross  Son  Fran- 
clseo  "vlth  freeways  without  redord  lo 
community  and  property  values,  Is 
essential  to  Che  city's  growth;  and 

WHEREAS.  In  finding  a  solution  to 
the  Ireeway  delay,  property  and 
aesthetic  values  must  be  preserved: 
and 

WHEREAS.  San  FrnncUco.  with  Us 
International  reputation  as  a  place  oC 
beauty  for  tourists  as  well  as  resi- 
dents, must  not  be  damaged;  and 

WHEREAS.  San  Francisco  must  no 
lonEcr  be  In  danger  of  bcintt  deprived 
ot  Federal  -ind  5tale  monies  due  It 
lor  freeways  In  the  Intcr-Stotc  HUIi- 
wny  prosram  as  well  as  other  trotflc 
orterUs  drsi  =  ncd  lo  enhance  the  elty'a 
modernl7.ailoii;  now.  iherelote,  lie  It 

RESOLVED.  That  If  traffic  end  engl- 
ncerlna  studies  prove  this  plon  feasible 
and  the  irost  desirable,  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  adopt  as  elty  policy  the 
loiiowlne 

(ai  Construction  of  a  new.  com- 
pletely undcruround  Oolden  Oate  Free- 
way with  a  vehicular  tunnel  from  the 
vicinity  ol  The  Embiircndero  and  Lom- 
bard Street,  underneath  Telccrnph  and 
Russian  HtllA,  with  eslls  and  entrances 
for  local  traffic  at  a  polnl  near  Fort 
Mason. 

(b>  Connect  the  tunnel  with  an 
underwater  tube  along  the  shore  out- 
side the  Marina  seawall,  surlaclns  at 
Crlssy  Field  In  The  Presidio  and  con- 
necting with  the  planned  broadened 
approach  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge: 
and.  be  It  further 

RESOLVED,  Thot  copies  o[  this  reso- 
lution be  transmitted  Immedlntely  to 
nil  Interested  Stale,  Federal,  and  locnl 
authorities, 

I  hereby  certify  thot  the  foreifolnn 
resolution  vas  adopted  by  Ihe  Board 
ol  Supervisors  ot  the  City  and  County 
of  Son  Francisco  at  Us  meellnit  ol 
October  21,  1963. 

ROBERT  J.  DOLAN.  Clerl: 
Approved  Oct,  23,  1963, 

HARO':D  R  DOBB3.  AcllnB  Mayor 
Q'-l   28,  19S3— It  
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DECLARING  POLICV  OF  THE  Cm^ 
AND  COUNTY  OK  SAN  FRANCISCO 
ON  TRAFFIC  AND  FREEWAY  DEVEL- 
OPMENT. 

RESOLUTION  NO,  4M-G3 

RESOLVED,  That  with  full  knowledge 
of  Ihe  uracDcy  ol  San  Francisco's 
nianlleat  tratllc  problems,  and  with  an 
even  deeper  sense  ol  the  urgency  ol 
prcscrvlntT  and  enhanclnn  tlie  unliiue 
and  Irreplaceable  aesthetic  and  properly 
viilues  of  one  of  the  crcat  cities  ol  the 
v/orld.  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  San 
Francisco  City  and  County  do  hereby 
enunciate  a  Declaration  of  Policy  on 
Tralllc  and  Freeway  Development,  as 
follows : 

It  shall  be  the  Rollcv  of  the  Board 
to  measure  every  proposal  lor  solution 
ot  our  traffic  problems  aitalnsl  the 
hlRli  land  values,  the  human  values, 
the  aesthetic  values  Involved  In  any 
alteration  ot  the  City's  treasured 
appearance. 

To  implement  this  policy,  the  Board 
favors: 

1.  UndertuoundlPK  ot  freeways  wher- 
ever technically  feasible,  with  the  con- 
viction based  on  preliminary  studies, 
that  the  Ilnonclol  costs  ot  such  con- 
struction may  well  prove  as  reasonable 
—  all  factors  considered  —  as  surface 
construction,  and  certainly  will  be  fur- 
ther lessened  In  the  over-nil  baioncc 
5hect  by  Ihelr  preservation  of  the  City's 
Irreplaceable  herltaEC  ot  bcauly  and 
uniqueness. 

2  Where  undcreroundlng  is  not  leeh- 
nlcnlly  feasible,  the  Bonrd  favor;  the 
application  of  the  most  Imnslnatlve 
solutions  available  from  the  best  cnsl- 
neertnc,  archltecturol.  inndficaplne,  and 
development  experts — private  or  govern- 
nieiital— so  that  any  new  surface  traffic 
arteries  will  enhance,  not  destroy, 
property  values  and  the  over-all  plc- 
turesaueness  and  beaulv  ol  the  City. 

3.  InsinllalloD  on  the  City's  present 
main  traffic  arteries,  especially  In  the 
heavily  populated  western  sections,  the 
most  modern  of  electronic  control  sys- 
tems, several  ol  which  already  arc 
provinc  In  metropolitan  areas  ol  sev- 
eral nations  to  be  eminently  etteetlve 
In  spcedlne  traffic  and  In  rcduclne 
accident  rates,  at  a  Irnction  ot  the  cost 
lor  Installation  and  maintenance  thot 
would  be  involved  In  construction  of 
new  freeways  or  expressways,  and,  be  It 
further  „  , 

RESOLVED,  That  this,  our  Declara- 
tion of  policy  on  Traffic  and  Freeway 
Development,  Is  hereby  made  official 
In  the  conviction  that  It  will  best  serve 
the  Interests  of  the  people  ot  San  Fran- 
cUco,  and  will  have  their  full  concur- 
rence as  a  means  of  preserving  for  all 
time  the  greatness,  (he  charm.  Ihe  rich 
herllaee  of  this  most  uniquely  endowed 
city 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  loresolnK 
resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  of  the  Citv  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  at  Us  meetInK  Ot 
AUBUst  26,  19^3^3^^^  J  poLAN.  Clerk 

Approved  Aug.  29,  1963. 

GEORGE  CHRISTOPHER,  Mayor 
Sept  3,  I96J— 11   


No.  605-53,  have  recognized  the  need  for  a  freeway  in  this  corri- 
dor and  set  forth  the  general  policies  under  which  an  acceptable 
routing  might  be  worked  out.  Board  of  Supervisors'  Resolution  No. 
778-64  (See  Appendix  III.)  is  further  recognition  on  the  city's  part 
of  the  need  for  not  only  Route  480,  Golden  Gate  Freeway,  but  a 
city-wide  system  of  trafficways. 

Some  of  the  proposals  contained  herein  are  bolder  at  first 
glance  even  startling  in  concept.  They  must  be  considered  on  the 
broad  base  of  what  is  good  for  all  of  San  Francisco  and  the  State 
of  California . 
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WHBRSU,  At  the  request  of  tti»  Board  of  Supervlaora  of 
San  Fr«nai«ao,  the  Division  of  Hlsttmya  aCudiad  a  route  for  the 
looatlon  of  a  frooHay  from  the  downtoMi  araft  of  that  alty, 
throviBh  ths  PanJmnille  ana  park  Proeldio  anas  to  the  oolden 
Gate  Brldga  and  tnaUior  route  for  Uu  aane  hlebiAy  tTvm  the 
aana  to  mini  but  tnrough  onothar  area  and  aa  a  tunnel;  and 

VKBHEA3,  This  study  entailed  an  OKtenalvo  period  of 
tine  and  coat  aaveral  hundred  thousand  dcllare;  and 

VHBRSA3,  The  Study  revealed  that  the  ao-oalled  tunnel 
raut«  would  require  the  expenditure  or  very  ezoeaalve  auma  of 
Doney,  Mhila    rendering  relatively  poor  aervlee;  and 

WHERSAS,  The  Study  further  revealed  that  a  parlnay 
throu^  the  Panhandle  and  Park  Fitaidlo  areaa,  aa  ganerelly 
loeatad  on  the  City  FlannliB  Coonvloalon'a  Haator  Plan  of  Trafria 
Maya,  ras  practical  and  while  Che  coat  tharofor  would  be  high 
It  would  not  nearly  approach  the  cost  of  the  tunnel  rsutei  and 

WHEREAS,  Aa  a  result  of  thoea  atudlea,  the  State 
Hishvny  Enelncor  recomondcd  the  adoption  of  a  feaatble  11ns 
In  the  Fanhimdle  and  paric  Fresldlo  areaa;  and 

WH^HEAS,  The  Recreation  and  Parle  Coiranlsslon, 
Planning  Comslaaion  sjid  the  Director  of  Public  Horiu  of 
the  city,  thereupon  developed  eittenaivi  studies  of  their 
own  and  recoinsendod  certain  feasible  altomatoa  to  the 
llna  Bu^oated  by  the  State  Highoay  Enulnoer,  wnlch  altamatea 
were  atlll  In  the  aoca  general  area;  and 

WHEREAS,  Tna  Hoc  llolta  laposed  by  the  federal  govara- 
oent  upon  the  coapletlon  of  ths  construction  of  thla  interatate 
route  ar*  auoh  that  the  lack  of  a  desislon  at  thla  tliae  aa  to 
tQiera  tt  abould  be  built  will  probably  rule  out  tna  uao  oC 
Caderal  Intaratata  funda  fur  Ite  oonatruotlon;  and 

WHEftEAS,  Tha  Board  of  Supervlaora  of  San  Pranclaoo 
disapproved  the  location  of  both  of  aald  recoBmended  llnea  and 
later  offioiala  of  aald  olty  Indicated  a  daalre  for  another 
atudy  and  dsuelopount  aC  a  iiom  nastar  plan  tor  cratrie  waya  in 
aald  city,  notHltnatandlns  ens  lack  of  federal  Interatats  funda 
for  the  oonatmotion  thereof;  now,  tnarefore,  ba  It 
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Rasolved        the  California  Hlshway  Ceeataslon,  That 
the  so-oallod  tunnel  route  iMtween  the  downtoim  area  and  the 
Oolden  Oate  Bridge.  In  San  Pranoloco,  known  aa  AltemaCeo  H  and 
H,  and  tha  variations  thereof.  In  the  studies  cade  by  the 
Division  of  Klghwayo  la  lEpraotlool,  for  coo  costly  to  con- 
otruot  and  woiUd  render  poor  service.    Accordingly,  therw  ia 
no  JuatlflCSllon  for  Itn  construction  and  It  warrants  no  further 
oonalderacion  by  thlr.  Cirvr.loalon;  and  bo  It  further 

Ko solved.  Tiiae  it  lo  cdo  conoonsua  of  this  Cosnlasion 
that  a  parlfway  in  tho  oroaa  recoaaonded  bj  either  the  State 
Highway  Engineer  or  the  Hocroaeion  and  Park  Comlsalon  and 
Planning  Comlaslon  of  San  Franoisco  would  be  appropriate  and 
either  of  those  lines,  or  ccmblnatlons  ualng  porclona  thereof, 
would  be  aocoptable  looatlons.    However,  Chore  la  no  purpoie 
to  bo  served  by  Che  California  Highway  CtnolBslon  In  adopting 
either  of  suoh  lines,  or  any  eoatlnatlon  Including  portlona  of 
Buoh  lines.  In  view  of  the  aotlon  of  the  Board  of  Supervlaora 
of  San  Pranolsoo  in  disapproving  both  of  then;  and  be  It  further 

Resolved.  TtiAt  ths  Dlvlalon  of  Hlghwoya  ahould  prooeed 
With  tho  oonatruotlon  of  tha  eouthem  entenslon  of  tha  Eobaroadoro 
Presway  and  the  Huntere  Point  Freeway  as  funds  are  available 
therefor  in  vl««  of  the  City's  approval  or  tluss  routeat  and  be 
It  further 

RsBolvad,  That  tho  Division  of  Highways  should  oontlnue 
with  the  atudiy  of  a  looatlon  for  a  freeway  from  tna  dbaroadero 
to  the  oolden  Oate  Bridge  because  the  Board  or  Supervisors 
previously  requoatad  auah  studyi  and  be  It  fMrthor 

Resolved,  That  tho  Department  of  Public  WorJco  and  the 
CallTomls  Highway  Cotsslaslon  shall  toko  no  further  aotlon, 
other  than  above  stated,  Ui  San  Franciaco  on  Che  expondlture 
of  State  Highway  Pundo  for  any  laajor  Improvement  of  state 
highways  thoroin  or  aia  further  studies  thereof  until  San  Pranolsoo 
has  gonoroJly  opproved  a  new  and  different  trafflo  ways  plan  for 
the  city  and  has  fomolly  further  reiiueated  the  state  to  participate 
In  said  plani  and  be  it  Further 

Beaolved.  niac  copies  of  this  resolution  bo  tronsDlCted 
to  tho  State  Highway  ^glneer,  to  the  Board  of  Suparvlaors  Of  ths 
City  and  County  of  San  Franeleoo  and  to  the  Kayor  thereof. 

Dated  this  29th  day  of  Ootobsr,  1961, 
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HISTORY 


ResolutionNo.  45-59,  passed  January  27,  1959,  by  the  San 
Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors,  indicated  its  opposition  to  certain 
freeway  routes  shown  on  the  city's  master  plan.  Route  480  is  one 
of  the  freeways  opposed  by  the  city  and  has  never  been  included  in 
and  California  Freeway  and  Expressway  System,  although  it  is  a 
part  of  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  and 
of  the  State  Scenic  Highway  System. 

San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors '  Resolution  No.  496-63, 
adopted  August  26,   1963,   set  forth  the  principle  that  "...  under- 
grounding  of  freeways  wherever  technically  feasible.  .  ."  would  be 
official  city  policy.   Consideration  of  the  spirit  of  this  policy  is 
evident  on  all  alternatives,  since  every  effort  has  been  made  to 
reduce  visual  impact  to  a  minimum. 

Board  of  Supervisors'  Resolution  No.  605-63  adopted  Octo- 
ber 23,  1963,  stated  that  if  traffic  and  engineering  studies  prove 
it  feasible,  it  would  become  city  policy  that  a  new,  completely  un- 
derground Golden  Gate  Freeway  be  constructed  from  the  Embarca- 
dero  under  Telegraph  and  Russian  Hills  in  tunnel;  said  tunnel  to  be 
connected  to  an  underwater  tube  near  Fort  Mason,  pass  outside  the 
Marina  seawall  and  join  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  approach  near  Cri- 
ssy  Field.    Following  passage  of  this  resolution  and  after  an  ex- 
change of  correspondence  between  the  State  Director  of  Public 
Works  and  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors,  which  culmin- 


ated in  mutual  agreement  that  all  feasible  alternatives  would  be 
looked  into,  studies  for  location  of  Route  480  were  undertaken 
early  in  1964. 

The  California  Highway  Commission  adopted  a  resolution 
dated  October  29,  1964,  which  stated  that  the  Division  of  High- 
ways should  continue  with  this  study  for  location  of  a  freeway 
from  the  Embarcadero  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  but  that  no  other 
studies  would  be  made  until  San  Francisco  generallyhas  approved 
a  new  and  different  trafficways  plan  for  the  city  and  has  formally 
requested  the  State  to  participate  in  the  plan. 

Conformance  to  this  policy  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that 
the  only  major  planning  still  under  way  in  San  Francisco  is  for 
location  of  the  Golden  Gate  Freeway. 


WHAT    FREEWAYS    MEAN    TO    YOUR  CITY 

Freeway  development  through  orderly  transportation  plan- 
ning, broadens  business  opportunity  and  contributes  to  the  comfort, 
convenience  and  amenity  of  living  and  working  in  an  urban  area. 
Careful  planning  of  freeways  combined  with  strict  attention  to  pre- 
sent and  future  land-use  patterns  and  to  the  aesthetics  of  design 
not  only  assists  in  halting  neighborhood  deterioration  caused  by 
dense  traffic  on  local  streets  but  also  can  raise  the  standards  of 
an  urban  area . 

Attraction  of  traffic  to  the  freeway  removes  it  from  the  local 
street  thus  making  the  area  traversed  safer,  more  pleasant,  and 
less  subject  to  deterioration  through  lack  of  environmentalamenity. 

Properly  located  and  designed,  freeways  provide  ready  ac- 
cess to  areas  long  locked  by  congestion  and  provide  opportunity 
for  business  and  economic  activity.    When  combined  with  urban 
renewal  and  redevelopment  programs,  the  freeway  is  a  powerful  in- 
strument in  rebuilding  and  modernizing  the  city. 

Although  a  freeway  may  uproot  some  established  dwellings, 
businesses,  and  industries,  it  is  no  more  disruptive  than  many 
other  necessary  urban  improvement  activities.  Public  or  private 
urban  renewal  and  redevelopment  projects  such  as  the  Golden  Gate- 
way, Western  Addition  or  the  possible  North  Waterfront  Area  devel- 
opment initially  are  disruptive  although  they  ultimately  advance 
the  welfare  of  the  city. 


Resolution  of  the  conflicts  arising  from  the  attempt  to  lo- 
cate twentieth  century  facilities  in  a  nineteenth  century  urban  pat- 
tern are  necessary  if  the  city  is  to  survive  in  a  modern  environment. 
Decisions  weighing  the  future  welfare  of  the  city  against  distur- 
bance of  the  status  quo,  however  unpopular,  must  be  made  and 
implemented. 


FIGURE  4. 


STUDY  AREA 

The  section  of  Interstate  Highway  Route  480  considered  in 
this  report  is  between  the  present  northerly  terminus  of  Route  480 
near  Broadway  and  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  approach  in  the  Pres- 
idio. It  could  traverse  portions  of  the  North  Waterfront,  Telegraph 
Hill,  Fisherman's  Wharf,  North  Beach,  Russian  Hill,  Fort  Mason, 
Cow  Hollow,  and  Marina  Districts.    This  project  contemplates  no 
change  in  the  presently-constructed  section  of  Route  480  along 
the  Embarcadero. 

These  districts  encompass  some  of  the  most  desirable  work- 
ing, living,  and  recreation  areas  of  San  Francisco.  They  are  areas 
of  great  contrast.    The  past  and  present  reside  next  door  to  each 
other  as  good  neighbors.    Structures  adaptable  to  the  needs  of 
several  generations  ago  stand  together  with  development  which 
is  characteristic  of  our  way  of  life.   The  residential  areas  are 
among  the  most  stable  in  the  city.    The  recreational,  commercial 
and  military  sections  of  the  study  area  are  in  the  process,  or  on 
the  verge  of,  profound  change. 

The  reshaping  of  this  section  of  San  Francisco  is  inevi- 
tably under  way.  The  challenge  is  to  reshape  it  in  a  way  which 
will  preserve  those  values  which  are  old  and  good,  create  those 
which  are  new  and  desirable,  and  end  up  with  an  area  which  has 
the  flavor  of  past  in  an  environment  necessary  to  our  present  mode 
of  living. 


FIGURE  5  -  STUDY  AREA 


THE  NORTH   WATERFRONT  AREA 


The  North  Waterfront  Area  lies  north  of  Broadway  between 
the  cliffs  of  Telegraph  Hill  and  the  Bay.   Its  present  character  is 
that  of   an  old  warehousing  and  manufacturing  district  generally 
oriented  to  activity  no  longer  suited  to  this  area  of  the  city. 

For  some  years  now  the  area  has  been  subject  to  subtle 
change.  Some  of  the  old  warehouses  have  been  converted  to  shops 
and  business  offices,  preserving  the  character  of  the  past  and 
attempting  to  adapt  to  the  needs  of  the  present. 

There  has  been  great  speculation  as  to  future  development 
of  both  the  waterfront  itself  and  the  privately-owned  areas  to  the 
east  of  the  San  Francisco  Port  Authority's  boundary. 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Port  Authority  are  start- 
ing a  cooperative  planning  study  to  develop  a  plan  for  guiding 
future  development.  Private  developers  are  advocating  redevelop- 
ment of  the  whole  area  on  a  unified  basis. 

Telegraph  Hill  overlooks  the  whole  north  waterfront  but  is 
completely  isolated  from  it  by  the  high  cliffs  along  the  northerly 
and  easterly  face  which  are  the  legacy  of  the  early  developers  of 
San  Francisco.  The  height  of  these  cliffs  tends  to  dwarf  even  the 
large  structures  on  the  flat  land.  This  vertical  relationship  has 
been  recognized  in  San  Francisco' s  recently  adopted  84-foot  height 
limitfor  the  north  waterfront  area  from  Broadway  to  FranciscoStreet. 
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FISHERMAN'S   WHARF,    NORTH   BEACH  AND 
FORT  MASON  AREAS 

These  areas  encompass  the  northerly  section  of  San  Fran- 
cisco between  the  North  Waterfront  and  the  Marina  and  the  base 
of  Russian  and  Telegraph  Hills.  They  lie  at  the  northerly  base  of 
Russian  and  Telegraph  Hills.  However,  because  the  slopes  do 
not  have  the  steep,  cUff-like  character  of  the  easterly  face  of 
Telegraph  Hill,  building  height  limits  are  forty  feet. 

They  are  districts  of  mixed  uses .  All  types  of  commercial , 
recreational,  residential  and  some  industrial  uses  are  sandwiched 
together. 

The  traditional  Fisherman's  Wharf  area  is  expanding  east- 
erly as  well  as  southerly  with  development  of  various  tourist-or- 
iented types  of  land  uses.    The  industrial  development  along  Bay 
and  North  Point  Streets  is  rapidly  disappearing ,  being  displaced 
by  multi-family  residential  and  motel  development  associated  with 
the  Fisherman's  Wharf-Aquatic  Park  area. 

Presentdevelopmental  activity  in  this  area  indicates  major 
changes  in  land  use  are  now  and  will  continue  to  take  place.  Just 
as  in  the  case  of  the  North  Waterfront,  but  perhaps  at  a  more  rapid 
pace,  change  is  under  way. 


City  policy  states  that  Fort  Mason  should  become  a  city 
park  if  it  passes  from  military  use  (See  Appendix  III  for  Board  of 
Supervisors'  Resolution  No.  472-64.). 


San  Francisco's  1956  Recreation  and  Park  Plan  recommends 
development  of  a  shoreline  park  along  the  bay  front  of  this  and 
the  Marina  sections  of  the  city. 


FIGURE  7  -  FISHERMAN'S  WHARF,  NORTH  BEACH  AND 
FORT  MASON  AREAS 


THE  MARINA 


-   COW   HOLLOW  AREA 


This  area  is  one  of  the  most  stable  residential  areas  of  the 
city.  It  extends  from  Laguna  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  to  the 
Presidio  and  from  the  bay  front  to  Pacific  Heights. 

The  Chestnut  Street  shopping  district  and  Lombard  Street's 
"motel  row"  bisect  this  predominately  residential  area  in  an  east- 
west  direction. 

The  bay  front  is  entirely  recreational  in  character,  extend- 
ing easterly  from  the  Palace  of  Fine  Arts  at  the  Presidio,  through 
the  several-times  expanded  Marina  Yacht  Harbor,  the  Marina  Green, 
the  newGas  House  Cove  Yacht  Basin  to  Fort  Mason.  While  these 
areas  comprise  one  of  San  Francisco's  most  valuable  recreational 
resources,  they  lack  the  continuity  to  make  the  component  parts 
function  as  a  shoreline  park. 


FIGURE  8  -  MARINA  AREA 
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ENGINEERING 


URBAN  PLANNING 

San  Francisco  is  the  nucleus  of  a  nine-county  region  hav- 
ing a  population  of  four  and  one-quarter  million  people.  By  1985 
the  Bay  Region  willsupporta  population  of  over  6 ,  300,  000  people. 
If  San  Franciscans  wish  their  city  to  retain  her  focal  position  as 
the  social,  cultural  and  economic  center  of  the  region,  planning 
for  the  future  in  all  areas  of  urban  activity  must  begin  now  on  a 
realistic,  rational,  and  comprehensive  basis. 

Mobility  characterized  by  ease  of  movement  -  be  ita  walk 
across  the  street  to  the  neighborhood  grocery  store,  a  trip  down- 
town, a  "Sunday  drive"  in  the  park,  an  every-day  trip  to  work,  an 
evening's  entertainment,  or  a  truck  delivering  groceries  to  the 
super-market  -  is  an  indispensable  part  of  the  urban  environment . 

Traffic  -  be  it  the  pedestrian,  transit-rider,  or  motorist  - 
is  the  essence  of  urban  vitality.  Stifle  it,  and  the  community 
will  stagnate. 

Traffic  -  vehicular  or  pedestrian  -  is  a  product  of  the  way 
in  which  human  beings  use  land  and  the  relationship  of  locations 
selected  for  particular  uses.  It  follows  then,  that  freeway  plan- 
ning in  older  urban  areas  stems  from  the  way  land  is  used  and  not 
vice  versa.  In  line  with  this  basic  premise,  it  is  desirable  that 
transportation  planning  be  concurrent  with  or  follow,  not  lead. 


land  planning. 

The  data  presented  in  this  report  is  based  on  an  analysis 
of  the  way  San  Francisco  wants  to  use  its  lands  and  the  way  in 
which  various  social  and  economic  factors  indicate  the  people 
will  live  and  move  in  1985. 

The  basic  precepts  enumerated  below,  which  must  be  weigh- 
ed oneagainst  the  other,  have  been  followed  throughout  this  study: 

1.  Freeway  routings  must  coordinate  with  existing  and 
planned  public  and  private  land  uses. 

2.  New  freeways  should  lead  to  improvement  of  the  over- 
all appearance  of  the  community  and  enhancement  of  the  neighbor- 
hoods through  which  they  pass. 

3.  Freeway  routings  must  be  coordinated  with  otherforms 
of  public  and  private  transportation  to  provide  a  combination  of 
services  that  will  best  fulfill  the  needs  of  the  community  and  its 
people. 

4.  Freeways  should  be  planned  to  reduce  the  depreciating 
effect  of  traffic  congestion  in  residential  neighborhoods. 

5.  Freeways  should  be  planned  in  cooperation  with  all 
agencies  of  government,  so  that  they  become  a  unifying  force  for 
the  improvement  of  urban  life. 

6.  Freeways  must  provide  measurable  benefit  to  traffic 
movement  to  justify  their  construction. 


7.  Freeways  mustbe  susceptible  to  construction  at  acost 
commensurate  with  the  service  they  afford. 

8.  Freeways  should  afford  their  users  a  pleasant  driving 
experience  as  well  as  safe,  efficient  transportation. 

TRAFFIC 

Traffic,  as  has  been  discussed,  is  a  function  of  the  way 
people  use  land  and  the  social  and  economic  factors  affecting  the 
way  they  will  live  and  move  about  in  the  future. 

The  traffic  predictions  made  in  this  report  are  based  on  a 
technical  analysis  of  a  composite  of  such  factors  as  trends  in 
future  land  uses,  population,  employment,  automobile  ownership, 
automobile  usage,  and  the  level  of  transit  usage. 

The  principle  sources  of  basic  information  were  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  the  U.  S.  Census  and  the 
State  Department  of  Motor  Vehicles. 

This  information  was  correlated  and,  through  the  use  of 
up-to-date  electronic  computer  techniques,  transformed  into  a 
mathematical  representation  of  automobile  movement  InSan  Fran- 
cisco for  the  years  1960  and  1985.  The  I960  data  was  used  to 
verify  the  method  of  analysis  by  checking  it  againstknown  condi- 
tions for  the  1960  year.    These  comparisons  indicated  that  the 


mathematically  predicted  volumes  for  the  base  year  were  within 
five  percent  of  actual  counted  1960  traffic. 

This  study  assumes  that: 

1.  Only  those  freeways  now  constructed,  those  approved 
by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  Route  480  will  be 
in  existence  by  1985. 

2.  That  additional   trans-bay  traffic  capacity  to  Marin 
County  may  not  be  realized  within  the  study  period. 

Should  a  second  crossing  to  Marin  County  become  a  real- 
ity, 1985  traffic  demand  to  Marin  County  would  be  about  160,000 
vehicles  per  day,  rather  than  the  116,000  vehicles  per  day  (pre- 
sent estimated  capacity  of  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge)  shown  in  this 
report.  Sufficient  study  had  been  made  to  ascertain  that  Route 
480  could  be  connected  to  a  new  North  Bay  Grossing. 

The  Division  of  Highways  has  pointed  out  on  numerous 
occasions  that  any  single  freeway  on  the  State  Highway  System  in 
San  Francisco  will  provide  sufficient  traffic  service,  will  relieve 
congestion,  and  will  reduce  traffic  accidents  and  fatalities  enough 
to  justify  its  construction.    However,  the  benefits  to  be  derived 
will  be  greatly  increased  if  the  individual  routes  eventually  be- 
come part  of  an  integrated  freeway  network.   Without  an  over-all 


FIGURE  9  -  TRAFFIC  STUDY  AREA 


freeway  system,  San  Franciscans  can  look  forward  to  intolerable 
congestion  in  traffic  corridors  not  served  by  the  existing  partial 
freeway  system. 

Traffic  volumes  entering  or  leaving  San  Francisco  were  pre- 
dicted using  a  survey  area  coveringSan  Francisco,  Marin,  Contra 
Costa,  Alameda  and  San  Mateo  Counties.   The  study  area  used  to 
determine  San  Francisco's  internal  traffic  is  shown  shaded  in  gray 
on  Figure  9.    The  major  road  network  in  San  Francisco  used  to 
assign  traffic  to  various  freeway  routings  conforms  to  the  first 
assumption  listed  above. 

Everyone  recognizes  San  Francisco  as  unique  from  the 
standpoint  of  its  hills  and  aesthetic  setting  at  the  tip  of  a  small 
peninsula.   However,  it  is  unique  in  other  ways  also. 

It  is  one  of  the  most  densely  populated  areas  in  the  United 
States,  and  as  shown  in  Figure  10,  it  supports  one  of  the  densest 
concentrations  of  automobiles  in  the  world  -  over  7,  200  registered 
motor  vehicles  per  square  mile. 

Despite  the  fact  that  San  Francisco  will  be  the  center  of  a 
regional  rapid  transit  system,  its  citizens  can  expect  the  automo- 
bile density  to  increase  fifty  percent  by  1985. 
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FIGURE  10  -  VEHICLE  REGISTRATION  PER  SQUARE  MILE 
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FIGURE  11  -  POPULATIOM  AND  VEHICLE  REGISTRATION  GROWTH 


Figure  U  shows  the  relative  growth  in  automobile  registra- 
tion and  population  in  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area  projected  to 
the  year  1985.   All  available  evidence  indicates  that  automobile 
registration  will  increase  more  rapidly  than  population. 

There  were  about  1 ,  300,  000  automobile  trips  per  day  in 
San  Francisco  in  1960.  By  1985  the  predicted  total  will  reach 
2,000,000  trips  per  day.  Figure  12  shows  that  almost  two-thirds 
of  these  trips  will  have  their  origin  and  destination  within  the 
city.  Slightly  over  one-third  will  have  one  trip-end  within  the 
city  -  either  outsiders  entering  or  San  Franciscans  leaving  the 
city. 

Figures  14,  15,  16,  and  17  show  the  projected  dispersion 
of  traffic  from  the  areas  of  San  Francisco  most  critically  located 
with  respect  to  Route  480  and  from  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge.  These 
charts  show  the  distribution  of  automobile  traffic  to  and  from  the 
Richmond,  Sunset  and  Downtown  areas  and  to  and  from  the  Golden 
Gate  Bridge. 

The  location  of  Downtown  at  the  extreme  northeasterly  tip 
of  the  Peninsula  forces  San  Francisco  to  face  unique  traffic  pro- 
blems. Forty-one  percent  or818,000  vehicular  trips  per  day  have 
Downtown  as  their  origin  or  destination.  This  means  that  each  of 
San  Francisco's  close-in  neighborhoods  -  North  Beach,  the  Marina, 
the  Western  Addition,  Haight-Ashbury  and  Potrero  Districts  -  must 


pass  huge  volumes  of  non-district  oriented  traffic  through  their 
areas  to  provide  the  access  so  vital  to  the  economic  stability  of 
Downtown  and  consequently  the  city  as  a  whole.    The  only  way 
this  can  be  achieved  without  needless  accidents,  loss  of  life, 
and  continued  depreciation  of  amenity  in  these  areas  is  by  means 
of  well-designed  freeways.  San  Francisco' s  street  system  is  cap- 
able of  handling  most  intra-district  trips  but  is  completely  inade- 
quate to  handle  the  inter-district  and  external  movements,  parti- 
cularly those  destined  for  Downtown. 

Figures  18  and  19  are  two  different  ways  of  looking  at  the 
composition  of  the  traffic  that  would  useRoute  480  in  1985.  Fig- 
ure 18  relates  to  Route  480  in  the  same  way  that  the  data  on  Flg- 


FIGURE  12  -  ORIGIN  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO'S  AUTO  TRAFFIC  -  1985 


ure  12  relates  to  the  whole  of  San  Francisco.  Comparison  of  these 
two  graphs  shows  that  Route  480  is  as  important  to  local  traffic 
as  it  is  to  traffic  from  outside  the  city. 

Figure  19  shows  the  predicted  1985  composition  of  Route  480 
trips  by  the  residence  of  the  driver.  Even  on  this  route,  which  is 
oriented  toward  good  service  to  external  traffic,  slightly  over  one- 
half  of  the  freeway  users  will  be  San  Franciscans  .  Less  than  one- 
third  of  the  trips  will  be  madebyNorth  Bay  (Marin,  Sonoma  County, 
etc.)  residents . 

The  popularly-held  opinion  that  the  Golden  Gate  Freeway 
would  benefit  the  Marin  County  motorist  only  is  not  borne  out  by 
the  facts. 

San  Francisco  gains  a  double  benefit  in  that  over  one-half 
of  the  users  will  reside  In  the  city,  and  large  volumes  of  both 
through  and  local  traffic  will  be  removed  from  the  city  streets. 
The  value  of  the  resulting  reduction  in  accidents  and  appreciation 
of  street  amenity  is  incalculable. 

The  dispersion  of  traffic  that  would  use  Route  480  is  shown 
in  Figure  13.  This  chart  illustrates  the  magnitude  of  traffic  which 
would  be  drawn  from  Marin  County  and  western  San  Francisco  to 
destinations  in  Downtown  and  the  eastern  part  of  the  city  over 
Route  480. 


FIGURE  13  -  198S  ROUTE  480  DISPERSION 
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FIGURE  15  -  1985  RICHMOND  DISTRICT  TRAFFIC  DISPERSION 


FIGURE  16  -  1985  SUNSET  DISTRICT  TRAFFIC  DISPERSION 


FIGURE  17  -  1985  GOLDEN  GATE  BRIDGE  TRAFFIC  DISPERSION 


Route  480  would  have  little  or  no  effect  on  the  north-south 
flow  of  traffic  within  the  city.  Its  major  effect  will  be  the  freeing 
up  of  traffic  congestion  in  the  Marina  Area  and  along  Van  Ness 
Avenue  from  Market  Street  to  the  bay.   It  will  provide  minor  relief 
in  the  Panhandle  Corridor  but  not  sufficient  to  reduce  serious  peak- 
hour  congestion  which  exists  in  this  area  now. 

Traffic  volumes  through  the  Marina  Corridor  which  include 
those  east-west  streets  between  Union  Street  and  the  bay  are 
shown  in  Figure  20.    Volumes  are  shown  for  the  years  1964  and 
1985  with  and  without  the  Golden  Gate  Freeway.   A  Golden  Gate 
Freeway  in  operation  now  would  cut  existing  traffic  on  Marina 
streets  in  half.    Without  a  freeway  Marina  streets  will  have  to 
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FIGURE  18  -  ORIGIN  OF  ROUTE  480  TRAFFIC  -  1985 


carry  about  50  percent  more  traffic  or  over  50,000  more  vehicles 
per  day  in  1985  than  theydo  today.  This  would  result  in  complete 
breakdown  of  traffic  and  surface  transit  flow  on  streets  in  the 
Marina  and  North  Beach  Districts  by  1985. 


FIGURE  19  -  GOLDEN  GATE  FREEWAY  USER  COMPOSITION 
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MARINA  CORRIDOR  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES 


ACCIDENTS  AND  SAFETY 


More  than  100  San  Franciscans  died  and  10,  000  were  in- 
jured in  automobile  accidents  in  1964.  This  loss  of  life  and  prop- 
erty has  an  economic  and  social  value  impossible  to  calculate. 

Sufficient  statistical  evidence  is  available  to  clearly  prove 
that  freeways  in  San  Francisco  will  save  lives  and  reduce  acci- 
dents .  Figure  21  shows  a  comparison  of  accident  and  fatal  acci- 
dent rates  onSan  Francisco's  freeways  and  city  streets .  The  city's 
freeway  accident  rate  is  about  one-quarter  that  of  San  Francisco's 
city  streets.  Fatal  accident  rates  on  the  freeway  system  are  about 
one-half  that  of  the  city  street  system. 

The  situation  on  many  of  the  city's  crowded  major  streets 
Is  even  more  dismal.  The  relationship  between  accident  rates  on 
a  number  of  major  streets  and  San  Francisco's  freeways  is  shown 
In  Figure  22. 

Accidents  on  streets  in  the  Marina  Corridor  would  be  rad- 
ically reduced  by  the  Golden  Gate  Freeway.  Figure  23  shows  that 
if  the  freeway  were  opened  this  year,  it  would  prevent  120  acci- 
dents. Although  approximately  40  accidents  per  year  would  occur 
on  the  freeway,  it  would  reduce  the  number  of  city  street  acci- 
dents from  340  per  year  to  180  per  year.   By  1985,  it  is  predicted 


FIGURE  21  -  CURRENT  SAN  FRANCISCO  ACCIDENT 
AND  FATAL  ACCIDENT  RATES 
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FIGURE  22  -  RELATIVE  ACCIDENT  RATES 


that  there  willbe  540accidents  per  year  if  the  freeway  is  not  con- 
structed.  The  freeway  can  cut  this  total  almost  in  half. 

About  1500  pedestrians  are  currentlykilled  or  injured  each 
year  on  San  Francisco  streets.  The  victims  of  these  accidents 
are  most  often  children  under  fourteen  and  adults  over  65  years 
of  age.  The  city  has  the  highest  pedestrian  injury  rate  of  any 
large  city  m  California.  Its  pedestrian  injury  rate  is  one-third 
higher  than  that  of  its  neighbor,  Oakland,  and  two-thirds  higher 
than  the  average  of  California's  four  other  largest  cities.  Free- 
ways which  will  remove  large  volumes  of  traffic  from  city  streets 
will  materially  reduce  this  type  of  accident. 

Precise  data  on  automobile  insurance  rates  is  difficult  to 
obtain  and  compare.  While  there  seems  to  be  some  relationship 
between  insurance  rates  and  accidents,  it  is  not  possible  to  ob- 
tain a  usable  statistical  comparison.  However,  San  Franciscans 
pay  insurance  premiums  about  one-third  higher  than  their  Bay  Area 
neighbors. 

There  is  no  statistical  evidence  to  support  the  contention 
that  freeways  menace  the  safety  of  a  community  and  its  people. 
In  fact,  quite  the  opposite  is  true. 


ENGINEERING   DESIGN  STANDARDS 


Engineering  design  standards  generally  conform  toBureau 
of  Public  Roads'  requirements  for  the  Interstate  Highway  System. 
These  criteria  establish  the  minimum  allowable  freeway  design 
that  will  safely  and  expeditiously  handle  the  heavy  volumes  of 
traffic  for  which  they  are  designed. 

The  basic  design  speed  is  60  miles  per  hour.  All  freeway 
gradients  are  4  percent  or  less  and  ramp  gradients  are  8  percent 
or  less.  Minimum  vertical  clearance  between  the  freeway  and  an 
overhead  obstruction  is  16.5  feet. 

The  proposed  cross-section  for  the  Golden  Gate  Freeway 
will  be  eight  lanes.  Typical  engineering  cross-sections  will  be 
found  in  Appendix  I. 


DESIGN  CONSIDERATIONS 


The  aesthetic  value  of  any  freeway  planned  for  an  urban 
area  has  been  treated  as  equal  in  importance  to  minimizing  rights- 
of-way  requirements.  Aided  by  the  advice  of  theConsulting  Land- 
scape Architect,  every  endeavor  has  been  made  to  provide  alter- 
native designs  that  are  aesthetically  acceptable  and  that  knit  the 
roadways  into  the  fabric  of  the  neighborhoods  they  traverse. 

Concern  regarding  removal  of  irreplaceable  land  and  im- 
provements from  public,  private,  and  park  use  has  guided  every 
effort  to  insure  that  property  requirements  for  the  project  are  the 
minimum  possible,  consistent  with  current  design  standards  and 
acceptable  levels  of  aesthetic  treatment. 

Several  alternatives  have  extremely  long  tunnels,  carrying 
heavy  volumes  of  traffic.  The  length  of  tunnel  construction  on 
these  alternatives  would  vary  from  less  than  one  to  almost  two 
miles. 

Ventilation  buildings  are  located  at  or  near  one  end  of  each 
of  the  main  bores.  Since  these  buildings  are  relatively  large  struc- 
tures, great  care  must  be  taken  to  insure  that  they  are  aestheti- 
cally compatible  with  development  in  the  areas  where  they  occur. 


The  operation  of  such  tunnels  poses  serious  questions  as 


to  traffic  control  and  possible  evacuation  under  emergency  situa- 
tions such  as  fire,  accident,  failure  of  air-circulating  systems  or 
natural  catastrophe.  Vehicles  carrying  noxious  gases,  chemicals, 
and  explosive  and  flammable  materials  must  be  restricted.  Stop- 
pages in  the  tunnel  must  be  located  and  removed.  Inherent  in  the 
nature  of  a  tunnel  section  is  the  difficulty  which  would  be  exper- 
ienced by  emergency  vehicles  in  reaching  the  scene  of  a  stoppage. 
It  can  be  expected  that  accidents,  fires  and  mechanical  failures 
will  cause  prolonged  traffic  delays  in  tunnel  sections.  This  would 
be  particularly  critical  in  the  case  of  the  alternatives  requiring 
long  tunnels . 

It  must  be  recognized  that  a  facility  of  this  magnitude  will 
be  costly  to  maintain  and  operate.  New  and  better  methods  of 
tunnel  maintenance  would  be  desirable.  Maintenance  and  opera- 
tional costs  will  be  extremely  high  because  of  the  need  for  spe- 
cial illumination,  cleaning,  and  manual  as  well  as  automatic  sur- 
veillance techniques  which  will  have  to  be  developed.  These 
costs  have  not  been  included  as  part  of  the  capital  cost  of  the 
improvement. 

Consideration  has  been  given  to  psychological  effects  of 
long  tunnels  on  drivers.  Some  Individuals  are  affected  in  varying 
degrees  byclaustrophobia.  Persons  thus  affected  might  be  severe- 
ly disturbed,  if  caught  below  ground  during  a  long  traffic  tie-up. 
Definitive  data  on  this  subject  could  not  be  found. 
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CONSTRUCTION  PROBLEMS 


The  material  in  Telegraph  ar\d  Russian  Hills  is  composed 
of  severely  shattered  and  sheared  rock,  sandstone  and  shale. 
Extreme  care  during  construction  of  bored  tur\nels  could  minimize 
the  risk  of,  but  probably  not  prevent,  surface  settlement  and  the 
accompanying  damage  to  existing  surface  structures.  The  unpre- 
cedented size  of  the  tunnel  bore  -  72  feet  clear  for  four-lane  sec- 
tions -  and  the  subsurface  conditions  create  critical  engineering 
problems.    Among  these  are  construction  of  temporary  tunnel 
supports,  handling  of  high  footing  pressures  due  to  tunnel  size, 
and  lowering  of  the  existing  watertable  and  handling  interference 
with  substructures  of  existing  buildings. 

Alternatives  passing  below  ground  level  around  the  base 
of  Telegraph  Hill  may  require  special  lateral  bracing  to  prevent 
movement  of  unstable  hill  material  into  the  excavated  area.  Lat- 
eral movement  of  material  occurred  during  construction  of  the 
sumps  at  the  North  Point  Sewage  Treatment  Plant  and  during  exca- 
vation for  building  foundations  on  Telegraph  Hill  late  in  1964. 

Alternatives  along  Greenwich  Street  utilize  a  depressed 
freeway  section  with  the  parallel  local  street  cantilevered  over 


the  freeway.  Maintaining  traffic  on  the  local  street  and  access  to 
private  property  offer  major  construction  problems. 

Depressed  freeway  sections  in  the  Columbus  Avenue  area 
and  north  of  Marina  Boulevard  will  encounter  heavy  groundwater 
necessitating  use  of  a  water-tight  excavation  lining. 

Construction  of  tunnel  and  high  wall  sections  below  sea- 
level  in  the  Marina  Yacht  Harbor  area  would  necessitate  use  of 
cofferdams  to  provide  dry  working  areas.  The  time  necessary  to 
build  this  type  of  section  would  be  considerably  greater  than  that 
needed  for  more  conventional  construction.  Every  effort  would  be 
made  to  accelerate  work  in  this  area. 

Certain  alternatives  require  relocation  of  all  or  portions 
of  the  Marina  Yacht  Harbor.  It  will  be  necessary  to  relocate  the 
essential  facilities  prior  to  beginning  freeway  construction.  Tem- 
porary dislocation  of  the  Marina  Green  and  the  Marina  Yacht  Har- 
bor must  be  minimized  and  restoration  accomplished  concurrently 
with  freeway  construction. 

The  problems  posed  by  use  of  special  construction  techni- 
ques and  the  necessity  forclose  cooperation  between  governmental 
agencies  can  be  solved.  However,  the  risks  inherent  in  the  con- 
struction of  extremely  large-bore  tunnels  through  material  of  doubt- 
ful stability  can  be  faced  but  not  fully  evaluated. 


ECONOMICS 


The  economic  impact  resulting  from  the  addition  of  a  major 
transportation  artery  to  an  urban  community  is  extremely  complex. 

Those  values   which  can  be  catalogued  and  objectively 
evaluated  and  quantified  will  be  found  in  the  Summary  of  Findings 
section.  However,  there  are  many  other  factors  related  to  econo- 
mics which  can  not  be  objectively  measured. 

The  expected  benefits  to  the  motorist,  whether  or  not  he 
drives  the  freeway,  can  be  roughly  evaluated.    The  actual  costs 
of  acquiring  rights  of  way  and  constructing  the  highway  can  be 
estimated  with  reasonable  accuracy.  These  costs  can  be  compared 
to  user  benefits  to  the  motorist  which  result  from  improved  driving 
conditions  on  both  citystreets  and  the  freeway.  This  comparison, 
termed  the  benefit  ratio.  Is  a  rough  measure  of  the  return  the  mot- 
orist gets  for  his  investment  -  various  automobile  and  fuel  taxes. 
This  comparison  is  not  necessarily  an  overriding  criteria ;  however; 
it  has  significance,  because  the  entire  out-of-pocket  cost  of  the 
project  will  be  borne  by  the  motorist  through  the  taxes  he  pays  in 
the  purchase,  maintenance  and  operation  of  his  automobile. 

The  Golden  Gate  Freeway  will  remove  large  volumes  of 
traffic  from  city  streets.  This  will  result  in  a  double  benefit  to 
the  city.  First,  this  will  reduce  the  number  of  automobile  acci- 
dents and  fatalities  on  city  streets,  resulting  In  immeasurable 


savings  in  human  suffering  and  property  damage.  Second,  the  re- 
moval of  unrelated  traffic  from  city  streets  will  result  in  great 
increases  in  the  coheslveness  and  economic  stability  of  close-in 
neighborhoods. 

Estimates  of  user  benefits  are  extremely  conservative  in 
that  they  assume  the  street  system  will  function  without  addition- 
al freeway  construction,  In  actuality  this  would  not  be  the  case. 
One  of  two  things  would  happen;  either  there  would  be  major  auto- 
mobile and  surface-transit  traffic  breakdowns  in  critical  close-in 
areas  of  the  city  or  newdevelopmentessentialto  the  city's  econo- 
mic livelihood  simply  would  not  take  place. 

Concern  has  been  expressed  over  the  loss  of  tax  income 
to  the  city.  Data  shown  in  Figure  46  will  show  the  reduction  in 
the  assessment  roll  resulting  from  the  acquisition  of  necessary 
rights  of  way.  It  is  important  to  put  these  facts  in  their  proper 
perspective . 

San  Francisco's  assessment  roll  for  land  and  real  property 
was  1.7  billion  dollars  in  1965.  There  has  been  an  annual  increase 
of  about  50  million  dollars  in  each  of  the  past  five  years.  The 
maximum  decrease  in  assessed  valuation  for  any  alternative  loca- 
tion discussed  herein  would  be  about  5.8  million  dollars  or  less 
than  3/10  of  one  percent  of  the  total  assessment  roll.  The  normal 
increase  in  the  assessment  roll  would  offset  this  loss  in  assessed 


valuation  in  a  one  or  two  month  period. 

The  related  benefit  which  compensates  for  this  loss  of 
taxable  property  is  the  added  assessed  value  due  to  redevelopment 
of  land  stimulated  by  the  new  transportation  facility.  Properties 
removed  from  the  tax  roll  by  public  improvement  generally  are 
replaced  elsewhere  in  the  community  by  new  structures  having  a 
higher  assessed  value,  thereby  actually  increasing  the  over-all 
assessment  roll.  The  Potrero,  Islais  Creek,  Hunters  Point  and 
South  Basin  Areas  could  be  attractive  to  displaced  industry.  Res- 
idential development  areas  are  available  in  the  southern  part  of 
the  city  and  in  various  redevelopment  projects. 

The  short-term  loss  of  a  minute  percentage  of  the  tax  base 
to  freeway  construction  must  be  weighed  against  the  probability 
of  a  general  long-term  depreciation  of  the  city's  whole  real  prop- 
erty and  ad  valorem  tax  structure  resulting  from  traffic  strangu- 
lation . 

The  economic  vitality  of  cities  and  their  core  areas  gen- 
erally can  be  traced  to  their  accessibility  -  from  other  areas  of 
the  city  and  from  other  areas  within  their  sphere  of  influence. 

Downtown  San  Francisco,  because  of  its  unique  location 
in  one  comer  of  the  tip  of  a  small  peninsula,  faces  a  particularly 
critical  problem.    650,000  people  enter  Downtown  each  day  to 


fulfill  shopping,  employment  and  cultural  pursuits. 

This  movement  of  people,  most  of  whom  desire  to  move  by 
automobile,  is  vital  to  the  economic  well-being  and  tax  producing 
ability  of  Downtown.   The  best  available  estimate  indicates  that 
nearly  one-half  of  the  city's  tax  income  is  derived  from  Downtown 
sources. 

Without  the  stability  of  Downtown  as  a  source  of  income, 
San  Francisco  would  be  hard-pressed  to  maintain  an  acceptable 
level  of  governmental  services  let  alone  the  multitude  of  cultural 
activities  dependent  upon  local  government  for  at  least  a  partial 
source  of  financial  support. 


COMMUNITY  VALUES 


One  of  the  major  objectives  of  this  study  has  been  to  devel- 
op proposals  for  freeway  development  which  harmonize  with  San 
Francisco's  compact  urban  scale. 

The  approach  taken  in  this  study  by  the  Division  of  High- 
ways and  its  LandscapeArchitectural  Consultant  has  been  to  select 
alternatives  which  serve  to  knit  togetherSan  Francisco's  multitude 
of  urban  forms. 

Many  of  the  alternatives  pass  through  areas  currently  un- 
dergoing rapid  change.  In  these  areas  every  effort  has  been  made 
to  select  designs  and  locations  which  reinforce  the  development 
by  providing  a  unifying  force.  Where  the  proposed  locations  pass 
through  stable,  but  ill-defined  and  unconnected  areas  of  urban 
activity,  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  use  the  freeway  as  a  cata- 
lystfor  the  reshaping,  the  unification,  and  the  expansion  of  seem- 
ingly unrelated  urban  resources. 

The  possibility  for  joint  use  of  rights  of  way  is  a  relatively 
untapped  resource  which  could  afford  San  Francisco  profitable 
return  in  aesthetic  and  recreational  potential  as  wellas  in  the  area 
of  economic  development.  The  full  realization  of  this  potential 
will  depend  upon  the  full  cooperation  of  all  levels  of  government 
as  well  as  the  attraction  of  private  capital  Investment.  This  pos- 
sibility will  be  discussed  In  detail. 


The  city  street  -  be  it  an  alley  or  a  boulevard  -  is  an  inte- 
gral part  of  the  urban  fabric.    It  serves  a  multitude  of  functions  - 
it  provides  a  corridor  for  utilities,  a  place  for  pedestrians,  access 
to  abutting  property  and  a  kind  of  open  space.    Streets  are  an 
indispensable  facet  of  city-life. 

Freeways,  on  the  other  hand,  are  specifically  designed  to 
safely  and  efficiently  move  large  volumes  of  vehicular  traffic. 
They  facilitate  urban  activity  by  removing  large  volumes  of  traffic 
from  city  streets;  thereby  allowing  streets  to  more  safely,  plea- 
santly and  efficiently  perform  their  traditional  functions.  They 
are  a  necessary  part  of  the  emerging  twentieth  century  city. 

However,  because  freeways  are  a  new  urban  form,  special 
care  must  be  exercised  in  theirdesign  to  ensure  their  proper  inte- 
gration into  the  urban  landscape.  Various  types  of  multi-level 
roadways,  both  above  and  below  ground,  have  been  considered. 
The  objective  has  been  twofold  -  to  maintain  and  enhance  adjacent 
areas  and  to  provide  the  motorist  with  a  driving  experience  com- 
mensurate with  urban  surroundings. 

The  concentration  of  traffic  on  special  roadways  designed 
forthis  purpose  will  benefit  the  city  in  a  number  of  ways.  The 
most  obvious  is  the  removal  of  large  volumes  of  automobile  traffic 
from  neighborhood  streets.    This  benefit  is  three  fold.    First,  it 


reduces  the  "barrier"  effect  resulting  from  heavy  traffic  movement 
on  major  surface  streets.  Lombard,  Bay  and  North  Point  Streets 
and  Cervantes  and  Marina  Boulevards  are  typical  examples  of  the 
effect  of  heavy  surface  traffic  on  pedestrian  and  vehicular  circu- 
lation. Second,  the  removal  of  traffic  from  city  streets  to  a  safer 
kind  of  traffic-carrier,  the  freeway,  would  permit  significant  im- 
provement ofSan  Francisco's  over-alltraffic  safety  record .  Third- 
ly, local  neighborhoods,  the  Marina  for  instance,  need  no  longer 
serve  as  a  city  street  traffic  corridor  to  Downtown  for  residents  of 
outlying  areas  of  the  city  and  out-of-town  commuters.  The  need 
for  creation  of  one-way  travel  patterns,  widening  streets,  cutting 
back  sidewalk  widths,  banning  parking  and  installing  traffic  sig- 
nals can  be  forestalled  or  avoided  completely. 

The  principle  of  bypassing  small  isolated  communities  to 
remove  non-terminal  traffic  from  the  "main  street"  and  the  result- 
ing stimulating  effect  on  business  activity  is  well  established. 
The  same  concept,  though  not  as  clearly  defined,  is  particularly 
applicable  to  the  close-in  neighborhoods  of  San  Francisco  such  as 

the  Marina  and  Cow  Hollow  areas.   There  is  little  doubt  that  in- 
telligent location  of  freeways  can  serve  to  reinforce  neighborhood 
commercial  areas  by  channeling  traffic  into  avenues  of  movement 
which  will  preserve  and  enhance  normal  neighborhood  activity  as 
well  as  accelerate  traffic  movement  on  an  over-all  basis. 


COMMON   USAGE   OF   RIGHTS   OF  WAY 


Other  sections  of  this  report  deal  in  great  detail  with  the 
value  of  freeways  in  channeling  traffic  to  reduce  neighborhood 
deterioration,  in  increasing  access  and  urban  mobility,  and  in 
reducing  the  number  of  traffic  accidents  and  fatalities.  The  re- 
maining element  of  the  planning  process  to  be  discussed  is  the 
possibility  of  making  freeway  rights  of  waysmorethan  single-use 
areas . 

One  way  of  accomplishing  this  is  indiscriminate  location 
of  freeways  in  long  tunnels.  This  is  not  the  panacea  for  all  urban 
freeway  location  problems.  In  reality,  it  only  creates  new  ones. 
The  aesthetic  feelings  of  the  motorists  -  most  of  whom  are  San 
Franciscans  -  are  completely  ignored.  Tunnel  costs  are  excessive 
and  generally  unjustifiable.  Vehicular  access,  which  is  difficult 
at  best,  is  often  controUedas  much  bytopography  as  the  needs  of 
traffic. 

The  relatively  newtechnique  of  making  comprehensive  joint 
use  of  freeway  rights  of  way  affords  great  possibilities  for  making 
the  freeway  a  more  cohesive  force  in  urban  development. 

Excellent  opportunities  exist  to  utilize  space  below,  above 
and  adjacent  various  alternative  routes  for  private  construction  or 
public  purposes.  Such  development  could  tend  to  further  knit  the 


freeway  into  the  fabric  of  the  community  and  preserve  the  character 
of  existing  neighborhoods. 

Successful  examples  of  this  concept  nowexist  -  the  United 
Nations  Building  in  New  York  City,  the  Public  Library  in  Hartford, 
Connecticut,  Cobo  Hall  in  Detroit's  Civic  Center,  and  the  new 
Civic  Center  in  Fall  River,  Massachusetts. 

Modest  beginnings  in  the  use  of  this  device  already  exist 
in  San  Francisco.  Amongthem  are:  the  landscaped  parking  areas, 
particularly  that  of  the  new  Hall  of  Justice  located  under  the  James 
Lick  Freeway;  the  Division  of  Highways  Materials  Laboratory  under 
the  same  freeway,  and  the  many  ramp  terminals  which  have  been 
treated  to  give  the  appearance  of  green  open-space  in  the  midst 
of  otherwise  barren  urban  structures.  Detailed  design  plans  for 
the  joint  use  of  rights  of  way  by  theSouthern  Pacific  Railroad  and 
the  Southern  Freeway  Extension  north  of  Potrero  Hill  are  nearing 
completion. 

The  California  Legislature  recognized  the  possibilities  of 
joint  use  of  highway  rights  of  way  and  in  1961  enacted  appropriate 
enabling  legislation.  The  text  of  this  legislation  will  be  found  In 
Appendix  VI. 

Late  in  1964  the  California  Highway  Commission  estab- 
lished the  administrative  procedure  for  full  Implementation  of  the 


1961  statute.  The  text  of  the  Commission's  resolution  will  be 
found  in  Appendix  VI.  The  policy  resolution  recognizes  the  need, 
"  . .  .for  considering  the  possibility  of  more  intensive  occupancy 
of  space  above  and  below  State  Highways  by  building  improve- 
ment. . .  "  .  The  resolution  provides  for  cooperation  with  local  and 


FIGURE  24  -  POSSIBLE  JOINT  USE  OF  RIGHT  OF  WAY  ALT.  F 
other  government  agencies  to  insure  protection  of  adjacent  devel- 
opment, conformance  with  normal  building  and  financial  regula- 
tions, and  compliance  with  local  zoning  and  planning  controls. 
It  provides  for  the  protection  of  the  highway  plant  as  well  as  qual- 
ification of  prospective  developers  from  the  standpoint  of  financial 
responsibility  and  experience. 

The  general  procedure  would  grant  long-term  leases  nego- 
tiated on  offer  and  proposal  basis.  Negotiations  of  this  type  re- 
quire unanimous  approval  by  the  California  Highway  Commission. 


The  Division  of  Highways  could  entertain  proposals  from  private 
developers  ortakethe  initiative  itself  and  ask  for  offers  on  spec- 
ific proposals  deemed  advantageous  to  the  State  and  local  com- 
munity , 
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Figures  24  through  27  show  various  views  of  onefuUy  de- 
veloped version  of  joint  use  plans  along  the  F  Alternative  between 
Bay  and  North  Point  Streets.  Similar  possibilities  exist  on  Alter- 
native G  along  Greenwich  Street  in  Cow  Hollow  as  well  as  near 
Columbus  Avenue  in  North  Beach.  A  most  desirable  kind  of  devel- 
opment could  result  from  the  joint  use  of  rights  of  way  and  appro- 
priately orientated  land  use  planning,  particularly  in  the  North 
Waterfront  Area,    Figure  24  shows  a  typical  example. 

Ventures  of  this  kind  cannot  be  expected  to  take  place 
overnight,  nor  can  they  reach  fulfillment  without  the  attraction 


of  substantial  public  development  funds  and  private  investment 
capital. 

There  is  little  likelihood  that  such  broad  proposals  for 
Joint  use  of  rights  of  way  could  be  handled  as  a  single  project, 
although  an  over-all  plan  should  be  the  initial  step.  Private  de- 
velopers might  work  block  by  block.  Public  agencies  might 
develop  small  parks,  such  as  the  plaza  terminating  Columbus 
Avenue,  shown  on  Figure  27  as  an  element  in  park  and  recreation 
planning  for  this  part  of  San  Francisco. 

Projects  for  common  use  of  highway  rights  of  way  can  be 
started  at  any  time.    They  can  be  built  in  stages  during  or  after 
freeway  construction  to  best  suit  the  planning  and  economic  poten- 
tial of  the  area  involved. 

Most  of  the  successful  projects  outlined  at  the  start  of 
this  section  were  financed  through  substantial  grants  of  public, 
non-highway  funds .  However,  there  is  no  reason  why  such  devel- 
opment can  not  be  financed  with  private  capital  if  sufficient  in- 
centive exists. 

The  potential  benefits  to  the  city  from  the  financial,  social 
and  aesthetics  standpoints  should  make  the  common  use  concept 
an  attractive  adjunct  to  urban  freeway  construction. 


ALTERNATIVE  LOCATIONS 

The  alternative  locations  discussed  in  this  report  are  the 
result  of  investigation  of  many  route  variations  within  the  study 
area.  All  alternatives  would  provide  satisfactory  traffic  service. 
They  also  satisfy,  to  varying  degrees,  one  or  more  of  the  various 
other  criteria  such  as  cost,  economic  feasibility,  or  community 
effects . 

The  legislative  description  of  Route  480  will  be  found  in 
Appendix  VI.    This  description  provides  that  the  route  runs  from 
the  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge  approach  to  the  Funston 
approach  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  "passing  near  the  intersec- 
tion of  Lombard  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue."  Alternatives G  and 
FJG  most  nearly  fit  this  description .  Alternative  GHF  most  nearly 
fits  the  route  suggested  in  Board  of  Supervisors'  Resolution  No. 
605-63  (See  Figure  1.).   Alternative  F-1,  FJG  most  nearly  fits  the 
location  shown  on  San  Francisco's  Trafficways  Plan. 

The  alternatives  have  been  divided  into  two  basic  corri- 
dors -  F  and  G.  There  are  two  crossover  alternatives,  H  and  J, 
under  Russian  Hill.  For  ease  in  discussion,  the  F  and  G  alterna- 
tives have  been  divided  into  easterly  and  westerly  segments. 
There  are  several  alignment  variations  of  Alternative  F  in  the  North 
Waterfront  and  Marina  Areas.  The  Location  Map  and  Figures  28 
and  29  show  the  general  layout  of  the  various  alternatives. 

The  alternatives  are  presented  together  with  appropriate 


LOCATION 


notes  and  sketches  in  the  pages  that  follow.  A  detailed  analysis 
of  the  comparative  data  will  be  found  in  the  Summary  of  Studies 
on  page  59 . 

The  Division  of  Highways  is  fully  aware  of  its  responsi- 
bility for  proposing  aesthetic  designs  for  freeway  locations  which 
can  be  constructed  at  an  acceptable  economic  cost.  The  alterna- 
tives proposed  herein  afford  great  diversity  in  this  area.  Some 


merely  locate  the  freeway  through  an  area  in  the  most  inconspic- 
uous manner  possible.    Others  propose  restructuring  the  area  to 
accommodate  the  freeway  and  greatly  enhance  the  area's  aesthetic 
charm  and  utility  for  all.  Some  of  the  alternatives  which  offer  the 
greatest  potential  for  aesthetic  development  and  common  use  of 
rights  of  way  are  among  the  most  reasonable  in  cost.    The  usual 
axiom  that  aesthetics  cost  money  does  not  apply  to  all  alternative 
routes . 


34 


F  ALTERNATIVES 


Alternative  F  skirts  the  easterly  and  northerly  faces  of 
Telegraph  Hill;  then  lies  between  Bay  and  North  Point  Street  from 
the  sewage  disposal  plant  to  Laguna  Street;  from  which  F  and  its 
westerly  variations  pass  through,  around,  or  under  the  Marina 
Green  and  yacht  harbors  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  approach  in 
the  Presidio.  The  easterly  variations  of  F  all  lie  generally  along 
or  east  of  the  Embarcadero. 

Alternative  F-1  retains  the  present  structure  type  along 
the  Embarcadero,  changes  to  single-level  viaduct  along  BayStreet 
and  joins  the  basic  F  near  Taylor  Street.   This  route  conforms  to 
the  location  shown  on  San  Francisco's  current  Trafficways  Plan. 
Two  other  alternatives  in  the  Embarcadero  area,  Alternatives  F-2 
and  F-3,  are  discussed  under  Other  Routes  Studied.   These  alter- 
natives would  not  be  practical  unless  radical  and  rapid  change 
takes  place  in  the  North  Waterfront  Area . 

All  F  alternatives  would  permit  the  extension  of  the  Fish- 
erman's Wharf  cable  car  line  north  of  North  Point  Street.  Apropo- 
sal  of  this  kind  is  now  under  consideration  by  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  predicted  1985  average  daily  traffic  volumes  for  the 


basic  F  alternative  are  shown  on  Figure  30.    Predicted  volumes 
range  from  a  high  of  118,000  near  Van  Ness  Avenue  to  a  low  of 
80,000  at  the  connection  to  existing  Route  480.   These  data  are 
generally  valid  for  any  variation  of  the  F  route. 

Location  of  the  F  route  and  its  variations  were  governed 
by  the  following  controls:  the  high,  sheer  cliffs  of  TelegraphHill, 
potential  redevelopment  of  the  North  Waterfront  Area,  the  North 
Point  Sewage  Disposal  Plant,  Fisherman's  Wharf,  the  North  Beach 
Public  Housing  Project,  Ghirardelli  Square,  the  Fontana  apart- 
ments,  Galileo  High  School,  Fort  Mason,  the  Marina  and  the 
Palace  of  Fine  Arts. 

The  F  alternatives  generally  make  use  of  existing  topo- 
graphy and  demarcations  inland  use  to  make  the  freeway  incon- 
spicuous, afford  the  maximum  potential  joint  use  of  rights  of  way 
and  provide  the  motorist  an  acceptable  driving  experience. 


ALTERNATIVE   F  (EAST) 


This  alternative  hugs  the  base  of  Telegraph  Hill  on  its  east 
and  north  faces  utilizing  independent  roadways  for  each  direction 
of  travel,  with  one  roadway  on  a  low  viaduct  and  the  other  in  a 
depressed  section  directly  beneath.  Near  Powell  Street  it  becomes 
a  single-level,  depressed  freeway.   West  of  Columbus  Avenue  It 
is  below  street  level  in  the  nominal  half-block  on  the  south  side 
of  North  Point  Street.    A  cut-and-cover  tunnel  section  is  used 
between  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Polk  Street  to  allow  replacement  of 
the  Galileo  High  School  athletic  field  after  construction  of  the 
freeway. 

This  alternative  affords  great  opportunity  for  joint  use  of 
rights  of  way.  Development  over  and  alongside  the  freeway  can 
form  a  bond  between  the  residential  area  to  the  south  and  an  ex- 
panded Fisherman's  Wharf  and  other  recreational  development  to 
the  north.  It  would  afford  the  motorist  a  relatively  pleasant  and 
open  drive  without  being  conspicuous. 

Figure  31  is  a  view  of  TelegraphHill  from  the Embarcadero 
at  Chestnut  Street  looking  west.    It  is  apparent  that  the  freeway 
is  mostly  hidden  from  the  Embarcadero  by  existing,  higher  build- 
ings and  is  difficult  to  see  from  Telegraph  Hill  because  of  its  low 
profile. 


Figure  32  shows  a  view  of  the  Embarcadero  and  Alternative 
F  from  the  observation  platform  atop  Coit  Tower.  This  alternative 
would  not  be  visible  from  the  plaza  on  top  of  Telegraph  Hill.  It 
shows  the  freeway  nestled  among  the  older,  higher  structures  of 
the  North  Waterfront. 

Figure  33  shows  the  low-lying  profile  of  Alternative  F 
against  the  background  of  the  cliffs  of  TelegraphHill  as  it  would 
appear  looking  south  along  Kearny  Street.    The  sketch  clearly 
shows  the  vertical  scale  of  the  freeway  as  related  to  the  struc- 
tures around  it  and  the  high,  sheer  face  of  the  hill. 

Figure  35  and  36  are  cross- sections  of  Alternative  F  to- 
gether withtheHlll  and  adjacent  buildings  in  the  North  Waterfront 
Area.  The  horizontal  scale  of  the  freeway  has  been  minimized  by 
locating  one  roadway  below  the  other.  The  upper  roadway  is  about 
20  feet  above  ground  -  over  60  feet  below  the  84-foot  building 
height  limit  in  this  area.  The  location  of  these  sections  is  shown 
on  the  map  of  Alternative  F  (East) . 

Figure  34  is  a  cross-section  of  Alternative  F  looking  west 
towards  Taylor  Street.  The  freeway  is  a  depressed,  landscaped 
roadway  amenable  to  common  use  of  rights  of  wayas  alreadydis- 
cussed. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  F  alternative  is  $109,700,000 
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($74,  600,  000  construction,  $35, 100,  000  rights  of  way).  Acquis- 
ition of  135  improvements  assessed  at  $2,800,000  would  be  re- 
quired. This  alternative  is  3.7  miles  long,  0.5  mile  of  which 
is  in  cut-and-cover  tunnels  under  the  Galileo  HighSchool  athletic 
field,  Marina  Green,  and  the  entrance  to  the  yacht  harbor. 
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FIGURE  31  -  ALT.  F  -  LOOKING  WEST  FROM  THE  EMBARCADERO  AND  CHESTNUT  STREET 
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FIGURE  34  -  ALT.  F  -  CROSS-SECTION  LOOKING  WEST  TOWARD  TAYLOR  STREET 


FIGURE  35  -  ALT.  F  -  CROSS-SECTION  THROUGH  TELEGRAPH  HILL 
ALTERNATIVE   F-  1 

This  alternative  extends  the  existing  structure-type  along 
the  Embarcadero  to  near  Sansome  Street,  where  it  transitions  to 
a  single-level  structure.    It  proceeds  westerly  over  Bay  Street 
through  the  North  Point  Sewage  Disposal  Plant  and  conforms  to 
Alternative  F  in  a  fully  depressed  section  near  Taylor  Street.  A 
feasible  construction  variation  of  F-1  would  transition  to  single- 
level  viaduct  immediately  north  of  the  existing  stub.  However, 
construction  and  rights-of-way  costs  would  both  be  somewhat 
higher, 


FIGURE  36  -   ALT.  F  -  CROSS-SECTION  THROUGH  TELEGRAPH  HILL 

F-1  is  the  lowest  cost  alternative  between  the  existing 
structure  and  Taylor  Street.  The  Embarcadero  piers  remain  in 
operation,  except  that  access  to  Piers  15  and  17  would  be  dis- 
rupted. The  existing  street  pattern  is  virtually  unchanged.  As 
the  freeway  is  above  the  Embarcadero  and  Bay  Street  for  the  most 
part,  rights-of-way  requirements  are  minimum. 

This  alternative,  because  of  its  location,  might  not  lend 
itself  to  a  unified  redevelopment  of  the  entire  North  Waterfront 
and  Port  Authority  Area.    However,   it  does  follow  the  existing 
major  transportation  corridor  and  passes  through  the  maximum 
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amount  of  public  property  thereby  causing  minimum  interference 
with  private  development. 

This  plan  provides  excellent  views  and  good  visual  per- 
spective for  the  motorist,  but  would  be  plainly  visible  from  Tele- 
graph Hill.   The  height  of  the  two-level  structure  would  be  well 
below  the  84-foot  height  limit  through  the  area.    No  special 
sketches  are  required  since  these  factors  are  obvious  from  the 


appearance  of  the  existing  structure. 

Combined  with  F  as  Alternative  F- 1 ,  F ,  the  total  estimated 
cost  is  $101,700,000  ($71,300,000  construction,  $30,400,000 
rights  of  way).   The  required  rights  of  way  has  an  assessed  value 
of  $2,100,000  and  includes  97  improvements.    Tunnel  lengths 
would  be  the  same  as  for  F. 
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ALTERNATIVE  F  (WEST) 

The  westerly  segment  of  Alternative  F  extends  from  Van 
Ness  Avenue  In  a  depressed,  landscaped  section  through  Fort 
Mason,  enters  a  cut-and-cover  tunnel  at  Marina  Boulevard  and 
passes  under  the  Marina  Green  and  the  Marina  Yacht  Harbor;  it 


emerges  from  the  tunnel,  and  runs  along  the  edge  of  the  present 
sea  wall  to  a  juncture  with  the  existing  Golden  Gate  Bridge  ap- 
proach in  the  Presidio. 

This  alternative  will  not  require  permanently  any  exist- 
ing recreational  facilities  other  than  the  fishing  area  along  the 
existing  yacht  harbor  jetty. 
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This  study  offers  the  motorist  excellent  views  of  the  bay 
and  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  which  in  part  compensates  for  the  loss 
of  amenity  in  the  long  tunnel  under  the  Marina  Green  and  the 
yacht  harbor  entrance.  Although  the  width  of  the  mouth  of  the 
yacht  harbor  would  be  reduced,  visual  perspective  from  the  Ma- 
rina and  the  houses  along  Marina  Boulevard  would  not  materially 
change. 

Figure  38  shows  the  west  portal  of  the  tunnel  under  the 
yacht  harbor  entrance  looking  east  from  the  existing  }etty.  Fig- 
ure 37  is  a  plan  of  the  Marina  area  showing  development  as  it 
would  exist  after  the  freeway  was  constructed.  The  dark  green 
areas  show  the  approximate  extent  of  existing  developed  areas 
and  those  which  would  be  constructed  as  part  of  Che  highway 
improvement.  The  possible  development  of  significant  parking 
capacity  for  the  Palace  of  Fine  Arts  should  not  be  overlooked. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  F  alternative  is  $109,700,000 
($74,600,000  construction,  $35,100,000  rights  of  way).  Acqui- 
sition of  135  improvements  assessed  at  $2,800,000  would  be 
required.   This  alternative  is  3.  7  miles  long,  0.  5  mile  of  which 
is  in  cut-and-cover  tunnel  under  the  Galileo  High  School  athletic 
field  and  the  entrance  to  the  Marina  Yacht  Harbor. 


ALTERNATIVE  F-4 


F-4  departs  from  F  at  Laguna  Street.  It  passes  completely 
under  the  Marina  Green  and  Yacht  Harbor  in  cut-and-cover  tunnel 
joining  the  existing  Golden  Gate  Bridge  approach  in  thePresidio. 

Complete  restoration  of  the  area  to  its  present  condition 
would  be  possible  after  an  approximate  three  year  construction 
period. 

The  motorist's  visual  perspective  is  completely  ignored 
by  this  alternative  which  costs  55.2  million  dollars  more  than  F. 

A  possible  construction  variation  of  this  alternative  which 
terminates  the  tunnel  at  Scott  Street  and  runs  through  the  yacht 
harbor  in  a  depressed  section  would  reduce  the  cost  differential 
by  39.3  million  dollars.  The  yacht  harbor  capacity  lost  must  be 
replaced  elsewhere;  possibly  in  the  Gas  House  Cove  Area.  The 
open,  depressed  section  west  of  Scott  Street  could  have  an  ap- 
pearance similarto  the  freeway  cross-section  shown  inPigure  39. 
Tunnel  portals  would  be  similar  to  the  portal  shown  in  Figure  38. 

The  estimated  cost  of  AltematlveP,  F-4  is  $164,900,000 
($127,  900,  000  construction,  $37,000,000  rights  of  way).  Acqui- 
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FIGURE  38  -  ALT.  F  -  LOOKING  EAST  FROM  EXISTING  JETTY 
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sition  of  135  improvements  assessed  at  $2,800,000  would  be 
required.    This  alternative  Is  3.6  miles  long,  1.0  mile  of  which 
is  in  tunnels  under  the  Galileo  High  School  athletic  field  and  the 
Marina  Green  and  Yacht  Harbor. 
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ALTERNATIVE  F-5 


ALTERNATIVE  F-5 

This  alternative  departs  from  F  in  Fort  Mason  opposite 
GoughStreet,  in  alandscaped,  depressed  section  from  Fort  Mason 
to  the  Presidio.   The  alignment  crosses  the  southwest  corner  of 


the  Gas  House  Cove  Yacht  Harbor,  then  veers  westerly  outside  the 
Marina  Green.  Connection  to  theGoldenGate  Bridge  approach  is 
made  with  a  depressed  interchange. 

The  concept  embodied  in  this  plan  is  bold,  imaginative, 
and  different  from  all  other  alternatives  proposed  for  the  yacht 
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FIGURE  40  -  ALT.  F-5  -  PERSPECTIVE  FROM  A  MARINA  BLVD.  HOME 


ALTERNATIVE   G  (EAST) 
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The  G  alternative  with  its  long  tunnels  and  depressed 
grade  line  with  the  surface  street  cantilevered  over  the  eastbound 
lanes  along GreenwichStreetresults  in  an  inconspicuous  freeway. 
The  opportunity  for  joint  use  of  rights  of  way  occurs  only  at  tunnel 
portals  and  along  Greenwich  Street  and  Columbus  Avenue.  The 
motorist's  visual  perspective  is  seriously  limited  by  confinement 


in  the  long  tunnels  and  the  partially  covered  depressed  section. 

The  predicted  1985  average  daily  traffic  volumes  for  Al- 
ternative G  are  shown  on  Figure  41  .   Predicted  volumes  range  from 
a  high  of  137,  000  near  Van  Ness  Avenue  to  a  low  of  86,000  at  the 
connection  to  existing  Route  480  near  Broadway. 


50 


Location  of  this  route  is  governed  by  the  following  con- 
trols: Telegraph  and  RussianHills,  Francisco  Junior  High  School, 
North  Beach  Playground,  Washington  Square,  St.  Peter  and  Paul's 
Church  and  commercial  development  concentrated  along  Lombard 
and  Chestnut  Streets.  Location  of  the  alternative  between  Chest- 
nut and  Lombard  Streets,  at  Columbus  Avenue,  was  governed  by 
the  controls  cited  above  and  the  necessary  distance  between  the 
Front-Davis  Street  interchange  and  the  Columbus  Avenue  inter- 
change. West  ofVan  Ness  Avenue  the  freeway  follows  the  bound- 
ary between  the  Cow  Hollow  residential  area  and  the  commercial 
district  to  the  north. 


ALTERNATIVE  G  (EAST) 


This  alternative  curves  westerly,  passes  under  Telegraph 
Hill  in  bored  tunnel,  is  in  an  open  depressed  section  between 
Powell  and  Taylor  Streets ,  then  passes  under  Russian  Hill  in  a 
bored  tunnel . 

The  primary  disadvantages  of  this  alternative  are  that  it 
is  inordinately  expensive,  involves  construction  risks,  will  have 
high  maintenance  and  surveillance  costs,  and  will  confine  the 
motorist  in  a  mile  of  tunnel. 


FIGURE  42  -  ALT.  G  -  FROM  TOP  OF  COIT  TOWER 


FIGURE  43  -    ALT.  G  -  EAST  PORTAL  RUSSIAN  HILL  TUNNEL 
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The  only  advantage  this  alternative  provides  is  that  of 
keeping  the  freewayalmostentirelyout  of  view  of  San  Franciscans. 

Figure  42  shows  the  freeway  turning  west  from  the  Embar- 
cadero  and  entering  bored  tunnel  under  Telegraph  Hill.  The  wide 
horizontal  separation  of  the  roadways  is  necessitated  by  tunnel 


structural  requirements.  The  view  is  taken  from  the  top  of  Coit 
Tower,  The  freeway  would  not  be  visible  from  the  plaza  on  top 
of  Telegraph  Hill. 

Figure  43  shows  the  east  portal  of  the  Russian  Hill  Tunnel 
between  Chestnut  and  Lombard  Street  with  Columbus  Avenue  cros  s- 
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FIGURE  44  -   ALT.  G  -  GREENWICH  ST.  CANTILEVERED  OVER  FREEWAY  LOOKING  WEST 


FIGURE  45  -  ALT.  G  -  LOOKING  NORTHWEST  FROM  GREENWICH  AND  FRANKLIN  STREETS 
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ing  the  depressed  freeway.  Opportunities  for  joint  use  of  rights 
of  way  exist  over  the  tunnel  portals  and  over  the  open  sections 
along  Columbus  Avenue.  Without  use  of  this  device,  the  free- 
way would  be  abroad  open  space  in  the  center  of  a  very  compact, 
closely-knit  urban  neighborhood  and  could  be  a  serious  obstacle 
to  the  continuity  of  urban  activity  along  Columbus  Avenue. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  G  alternative  is  $235,  600,  000 
($176,  200,  000  construction,   $59,  400,  000  rights  of  way).  Ac- 
quisition of  465  improvements  assessed  at  $4,  300,  000  would  be 
required.   This  alternative  is  3.5  miles  long,  1.0  mile  of  which 
is  in  tunnel  under  Telegraph  and  Russian  Hills. 

ALTERNATIVE  G  (WEST) 

Alternative  G  (West)  passes  under  Van  Ness  Avenue  In 
cut-and-cover  tunnel,  runs  along  the  north  side  of  Greenwich 
Street  in  a  depressed  section,  with  Greenwich  Street  partially 
cantileveredover  the  eastbound  lanes,  and  turns  along  Richardson 
Avenue  in  the  Presidio  to  a  junction  with  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge 
approach  In  the  Presidio. 

The  location  lies  along  the  demarcation  in  land  use  be- 
tween the  Lombard  Street  "motel  strip"  and  the  residential  devel- 
opment to  the  south.    Although  the  route  could  reinforce  the  ex- 


isting land-use  division,  it  would  necessitate  acquisition  of  a 
large  number  of  single-family  residences. 

The  section  along  Greenwich  Street  affords  excellent  op- 
portunities for  joint  use  of  rights  of  way. 

Figure  44  shows  Greenwich  Street  cantilevered  over  the 
freeway  looking  northwesterly  from  under  Greenwich  Street.  Fig- 
ure 45  is  a  view  of  G  from  a  home  on  Greenwich  Street  looking 
northwesterly  across  the  corners  of  Franklin  and  Greenwich  Streets  . 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  G  alternative  is  $235,600,000 
($176,  200,  OOOconstruction,  $59,400,000  rights  of  way) .  Acqui- 
sition of  465  improvements  assessed  at  $4,300,000  would  be 
required.  This  alternative  is  3.5  miles  long,  1.0  mile  of  which 
is  in  tunnels  under  Telegraph  and  Russian  Hills. 
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CROSSOVER  ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives  H  and  J  can  be  combined  with  appropriate 
sections  of  F  and  G  to  form  alternatives  which  have  some  of  the 
characteristics  of  both  the  F  and  G  alternatives. 


Possible  combinations  are  shown  InFlgure  46  in  theSum- 
mary  of  Findings  section  of  this  report.  These  combinations  gen- 
erally have  higher  costs  or  higher  improvement  counts  than  F  and 
its  variations , 
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OTHER  ALTERNATIVES  STUDIED 

Two  other  alternatives  were  studied.   Both  are  alignment 
variations  of  the  F  route  located  in  the  North  Waterfront  Area. 

F-2  drops  to  surface  level  along  the  Embarcadero  as  soon 


as  possible,  runs  at  street  grade  to  the  North  Point  Sewage  Treat- 
ment Plant,  swings  west  around  the  plant  and  into  a  depressed 
section  and  conforms  with  Alternative  F  near  Jones  Street. 

Plan  F-3  drops  to  surface  grade  as  soon  as  possible,  but 
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swings  northerly  along  the  Pierhead  Line,  passes  under  the  exist- 
ing Embarcadero  north  of  the  sewage  disposal  plant  and  joins  F 
in  a  depressed  section  near  Jones  Street. 

Both  plans  would  have  the  appearance  of  very  wide  surface 


roadways.   No  detailed  sketches  have  been  made. 

The  feasibility  of  either  of  these  plans  is  contingent  upon 
a  rapid,   radical  and  complete  change  in  land  use,  including  all 
land  under  Port  Authority  jurisdiction  in  this  area. 
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Rights-of-way  estimates  are  based  on  the  premise  that 
land  would  be  available  for  highway  construction  at  a  cost  com- 
parable to  that  of  other  land  in  the  area. 

The  cost  estimates  reflect  the  extent  to  which  highway- 
user  funds  could  be  expended  for  rights-of-way  acquisition  and 
construction  of  either  of  these  alternatives . 

The  estimated  cost  of  Alternative  F-2  is  SS,  600,  000  less 
than  for  Alternative  F  ($2,900,000  less  construction,  $2,700,000 
less  for  rights  of  way).    It  requires  acquisition  of  39  fewer  im- 
provements assessed  at  $200,000  less  than  F.    It  is  0.4  miles 
longer  than  F. 

The  estimated  cost  of  Alternative  F-3  is  $4,500,000  more 
than  F  ($1 ,  000,  000  less  construction,  $5,  500,000  more  for  rights 
of  way).  It  requires  acquisition  of  48  fewer  improvements  assessed 
at  $1,100,000  less  than  F.    It  is  0.5  miles  longer  than  F. 


SUMMARY    OF  FINDINGS 

Evaluation  data  for  the  studies  are  summarized  in  Figures 
46  and  47.  Appendix  V  shows  a  detailed  analysis  of  rights-of- 
way  requirements. 

These  charts  present,  in  concise  form,  a  summation  of  the 
data  which  can  be  quantified.   This  information  must  be  weighed 
in  conjunction  with  many  qualitative  professional  engineering, 
planning  and  architectural  evaluations  made  in  the  review  of  the 
various  alternatives. 

Early  in  this  report  eight  basic  precepts  of  urban  freeway 
planning  were  set  forth.    The  essence  of  these  precepts  is  that 
any  new  highway  transportation  facility  must  be  an  over-all  asset 
to  the  community  through  which  it  is  constructed,  provide  real 
benefit  to  traffic  and  the  aesthetic  sense  of  the  motorist,  and  be 
constructed  at  a  cost  commensurate  with  the  benefits  to  be  de- 
rived by  the  community  as  well  as  the  motorist. 

The  easterly  portion  of  Alternative  F  minimizes  disruptive 
severance  by  following  natural  geographic  separators  and  travers- 
ing areas  where  land  use  is  in  a  state  of  transition.  The  location 
of  the  plan  at  the  base  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  cliffs  reduces  its 
visual  impact  and  leaves  the  majority  of  the  area  east  of  thehill 
free  forfuture  unified  development.  Its  location  between  Bay  and 
North  Point  Streets  acts  as  a  local  use  separator  and  offers  ex- 
cellent opportunities  for  common  use  of  rights  of  way. 
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FIGURE  46  -  EVALUATION  CHART 
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FIGURE  47  -  IMPROVEMENT  DATA  CHART  ^0^^'  See  Appendix  IV  For  Right-of-Way  Definitions. 


Alternative  F-1  is  presented  as  the  line  representing  the 
lowest  cost  alternative  possible  east  of  Van  Ness  Avenue.  Al- 
ternative F-1  conforms  toSan  Francisco's  Trafficways  Plan  in  the 
North  Waterfront  Area,  It  would  lie  through  the  middle  of  the 
possible  redevelopment  of  the  areas,  if  the  piers  were  eliminated. 

Alternatives  F-2  and  F-3,  although  somewhat  less  costly 
than  F,  could  only  be  justified  as  an  integral  part  of  rapid  and 
radical  redevelopment  of  the  North  Waterfront  Area. 

Alternative  F  (West)  generally  follows  the  route  indicated 
in  Board  of  Supervisors  Resolution  No.  605-53.    It  minimizes 
interference  with  operation  of  the  Marina  Yacht  Harbor  during 
construction  and  would  preserve  essentially  the  existing  view  for 
residents  along  Marina  Boulevard.    It  does  not  knit  the  various 
recreational  and  park  areas  into  a  single,  homogeneous  unit. 

Alternative  F-5  necessitates  major  relocation  of  existing 
facilities  in  the  Marina-Gashouse  Cove  Area,  but  in  return  will 
serve  as  the  catalyst  for  a  new  Shoreline  Park  development  as 
envisioned  in  the  city's  1956  plan.  The  cost  for  this  redevelop- 
ment of  the  area  will  largely  be  attributable  to  replacement  in 
kind  of  disrupted  existing  facilities,  giving  San  Francisco  the 
nucleus  of  a  continuous  Shoreline  Park  between  Ocean  Beach  and 
Fisherman's  Wharf. 


Although  Alternative  F-4  would  eventually  leave  the  Marina 
area  virtually  unchanged,  use  of  the  Marina  Green  and  a  major 
portion  of  the  Marina  Yacht  Harbor  would  be  disrupted  for  a  period 
of  approximately  three  years,  during  construction  of  the  freeway. 
The  complete  preservation  of  the  Marina  as  it  now  exists  would 
cost  $73,000,000  more  than  Alternative  F-S,  a  plan  to  provide 
San  Franciscans  with  needed  highway  transportation  and  the  means 
to  achieve  shoreline  recreational  development  which  could  rival 
that  of  any  city  in  the  world. 

Alternative  G  is  inordinately  expensive  because  of  the 
bored  tunnel  construction  under  Telegraph  and  Russian  Hills. 

It  is  costly  and  very  disruptive  of  developed  property  west 
of  Van  Ness  Avenue.    The  added  traffic  service  offered  by  this 
line,  when  weighed  againstcostdata  and  sound  planning  criteria, 
makes  justification  of  construction  of  this  plan  questionable. 

The  Crossover  Alternatives  H  and  J  have  a  high  cost  factor 
similar  to  Alternative  G  and  are  more  disruptive  than  Alternative 
F  and  its  variations. 
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APPENDIX    I  -  TYPICAL   CROSS  SECTIONS 
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CITY   PLANNING   RELATIVE    TO   SHORELINE   PARK   &  PARKWAY 


SHORELINE  PARK 


The  City  of  San  Francisco  has  long  recognized  the  impor- 
tance of  the  shoreline  park-shoreline  drive  concept. 

The  above  sketch  is  a  copy  of  the  recommendation  made  in 
City  Planning  Department's  1954  report  on  -Park  and  Recreation 
Areas  in  San  Francisco."  It  was  adopted  by  the  Planning  Commis- 
sion in  slightly  modified  form  in  November  1956.    The  shoreline 
park  is  shown  in  light  green. 


The  plan  recognized  the  need  for  additional  berthing  for 
small  boats  as  well  as  the  desirability  of  a  shoreline  parkway  and 
associated  pedestrian  and  picnicking  facilities.  It  states  as  fol- 
lows, "The  basic  element  of  the  parkway  plan  here  proposed  is  the 
shoreline  parkway  system. . .  "  . 

Many  elements  of  the  proposed  shoreline  park  and  parkway 
already  exist.    The  unification  of  all  the  elements  of  the  plan  In 
the  Marina  Area  -  the  Palace  of  Fine  Arts,  the  Marina  Yacht  Harbor, 
the  Marina  Green,  the  Gas  House  Cove  Yacht  Harbor  and  the  west- 
erly part  of  Fort  Mason  -  would  be  a  major  step  forward. 
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flEOUESTINQ  THAT  FORT  MASON 
BE  DESIGNATED  UNO  ESTABLISHED 

AS  A  NATIONAL  HISTORIC  SITE 
RESOLUTION  NO.  <J2-M 

WHEHEAS,  Iho  *imy  and  NauV 
havff  dc^lDied  Iho  prooe'ly  commonly 
JinCKvn  nnd  ralcrrcij  lo  fort  Maton, 
in  IliD  Cily  una  Counly  ot  Sno  Ff>n- 
cltCDj  furplub  oi  \o  ihim:  and 

WHEREAS.  M  IS  a«igiicl  bv  Isdoral 
law  Ihul  It  Is  a  national  colicv  lo 

6rftt«rvB  lor  public  ulo  hltlonc  cLIes, 
uMulnis  and  oblsctt  □!  nallonsl 
ilanilicanca  lor  Iha  Iniplralmn  and 
bcntlJI  ol  lha  peopIb  oI  lha  Unlled 
SlalBtj  and 

WHEHEAS.  Fort  Maion  wai  allab- 
lllhsd  at  a  ilriURic  mllllary  pulpoit 
In  1197  ntitn  II  wa>  under  Spanlih 
rule  and  on  lU  ilto  s  sun  ballsrv 
cnllsd  Salnrla  San  JoiO  wat  con- 
(irutitd  a>  tho  niironf  paiiaaiwav 
barwcan  Ihe  mainland  And  Alcalraz 
lilond  In  oidor  to  dtland  aialnd 
any  enemy  veiselt  dellring  lo  onlar 
Ihroua^  lha  Goldtn  Gale;  and 

WHEREAS.  Fori  Mason  .ind  tha 
Pmiidio  vara  Ihe  (I'd  laa  mllllary 
outPoiti  rslablislied  on  lha  Paclllc 
ihDrD&:  and 

WHEREAS,  Fori  Maien  allar  ■ 
DBrlod  under  Spar^lih  rula  and  Mairl- 
con  dornlnlon  became  a  pait  or  tha 
United  Slaiat  In  and  wst  cro- 

cJalmed  a  United  Slaiat  Mllllary 
Reiervallon  In  itiO  and  ever  ainc* 
ha«  bevn  an  Army  facillly:  and 

WHEREAS,  DurCns  the  Soanlih- 
AmcrJcan  War  Iroops  and  luDOliei 
ware  senT  Irom  Fort  Mason  to  Ih* 
PhlllpDinas.  and  In  World  Wir  I  «i- 
pcdilionary  lorc't  to  Siberia  ware 
aeni  Irom  lift  docki.  and  in  Wortd 
War  Jl  Ihe  Fori  became  a  vast  depot 
and  Irjniporl.iliDn  center  lor  Ihe 
mora  than  1. 000.000  troopi  sent  to 
Ihe  Paclllc  combat  area  and  lor  tho 
materiel  nccetsary  to  luoolv  thia 
logistic  operation:  and 

WHEREAS,  These  ICH  hislorlc  (adi 
ara  but  illustralive  ol  (be  vreallh  ot 
history  and  tradition  agrniundlnd  Fori 
Mason  and  the  vilat  and  ilBnIilcanI 
rota  11  occupies  in  Iho  military  h\%- 
lory  ol  tht  United  S'alcs:  and 

WHEREAS.  This  Board  ol  Super- 
visor* ts  of  the  lirm  cDnviclion  that 
preKflrvalinn  of  Fori  Malon  as  a 
natiooBl  historic  sue  would  iidound 
10  the  araal  inspiration  and  banelil 
ol  tho  pcopio  of  Ihe  United  Slates; 
now,  rhfireioro.  be  tr 

RESOLVED  That  Ibis  Board  ot  5u, 
pervisois  of  the  City  and  Counly  of 
San  Francisco  docs  hereby  ducleic 
ill  policy  that  Fort  Mason  be  pre- 
wrvad  as  a  national  hiEitoric  «ile 
for  the  inspiration  and  benelil  ot 
Ihe  people  ol  Ihe  United  Slates,  and 
does  hereby  renuoKt  and  ursc  the 
Secrrtaiy  of  Ihe  Interior  and  the  Ad- 
mJnistratof  ol  Gencal  Services  to 
laho  and  perlorm  aTl  acts  nice^iary 
10  deKlltnalc.  eslablish  and  picT^erve 
Fori  Mason  as  a  nallonat  historic 
sile:  and  bo  iX  turthvr 

RESOLVED.  Thai  11  il  is  lound  lo 
b«  Imoossible  to  presence  Fort  Massn 
at  *  national  hiitoric  sile,  this 
Board  cl  Supervl&ori  does  hereby 
request  the  General  Services  Ad- 
mlnJttralron  to  malie  sfiid  properly 
availflbte  to  the  Cilv  and  Counly  of 
San  Francisco  lor  use  as  a  park 
and  recreation  area;  and  be  it  Fur- 

r'eSOLVEO,  Thai  Mpios  ot  Ihit 
resolution  be  forwarded  to  hii  Honor 
Ihe  Mayor  for  Irnnsmitlal  to  lha 
federal  olliciais  named  herein  nnd 
10  ail  other  persons  who  aro  <n  a 
oosilion  lo  InVe  action  lo  elfecluale 
Ihe  intent  of  this  resolution  with 
Ihe  rtquEll  that  auch  action  ba 
iaiten, 

I  hereby  certllv  that  the  fflreaolns 
resoTutfon  was  adopted  by  the  Board 
ol  Suparvisors  of  Ihe  Cily  and  Counly 
ol  San  FranclKO  at  III  meellns  of 
AuEusI  10,  IfM. 

ROBERT  J,  DOLAN.  Clerk. 
Approved  AuBUil  13,  19S(. 
Peter  TAmIraS.  Aclln<  Mayor. 
Aug,  u.  19H— II 


MOINO  THAT  HUHTBRf  POINT, 
SOUTHERN,  AND  SOUTHBUN  EM- 
BARCADERO  EXTENSION  FREB- 
WAYS  BE  INCLUDED  IN  FEDERAL 
INTERSTATE  HIOHWAV  tYSTEiS*, 
AND  THAI  THE  wesTEBN  FREE- 
WAY OE  DELETED  THEREFROM. 
RESOLUTION  NO. 

WHEREAS,  This  Board  ol  SupaiYli- 
ori  by  lit  Rcsoiuiion  No,  4S-S9, 
odopled  Januor-y  26,  19S9,  endoriM 
tonilruction  ol  In*  Hunleri  Polnr 
FrHWpy,  Soufhern  Freeway  (Oriiabo 
AvDTut  lo  Ihe  County  Line]  ond  lha 
Emborcodoro  Freeway;  and 

WHEREAS.  In  sold  rcsolutlMf,  IfiB 
Goord  of  Suoerviiors  ocPOiM  con- 
struction ot  Ihe  proposed  Western 
Frcfwor,  but  deiolle  thai  oppotlllaD, 
the  freewov  remains  as  on  inieorol 
component  of  the  proposed  Federal 
Intarilo'e  niihwoy  lyslcm  In  San 
Froncisco;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Inclutlon  of  lha 
Hunters  Point  Freewoy.  Southern 
Freewov  and  the  Southern  Emborca- 
dero  Eilenslan  Freeway  within  the 
Federal  IriTerslate  htohwoy  system 
would  occeleroTa  their  conslrucllon  by 
(our  to  eipht  yeors  ond  would  rnake 
ovoliabfe  to  the  City  and  Counly  ol 
Son  Pronciico  in  eicess  ot  U2,0aa,D0a 
In  Federol  Interitolc  hiohwoy  lundii 
now,  inerelorc,  be  il 

RESOLVED,  That  Stole  Route  87, 
commonly  known  as  the  Hunters  Point 
Freeway  vilatiy  needed  to  laciiitale  Ihe 
movemeni  of  San  Maleo-Son  Francisco 
vehicular  trallic,  be,  and  it  is  hereby 
ursed  lor  aporayal  by  apprODriale 
Stale  and  Federal  agencies  for  inclu- 
sion in  Ihi^  Federal  interslate  highway 
svslem:  and,  be  it 

FURTHER   RESOLVED,  Thof  com- 

Elelion  of  the  portion  of  State  Route 
?,  commonly  known  os  the  Southern 
Embarcodero  Extension  Freeway, 
lince  II  Is  ol  Ihe  ereolesi  urgency, 
be  eflecled  ond  eioediled  throuoh  lis 
opprovQl  by  the  opproprlote  Stole  ond 
Federol  apencles  os  porl  of  the  Fed. 
trot  fntersfole  hlshwoy  syslom;  ond. 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  Thol  In  or- 
der lo  laclliloie  Incluilon  wifhin  Ihe 
Federol  interitole  hiBhwoy  system  of 
Stole  Route  8?  (Southern  Emborco- 
daro  Eilenslan  -  Hunters  Point  Fre«- 
woy  Between  Ihe  eiistlng  Emborco- 
dero  Freeway  ond  Ihe  Son  Mateo 
Counly  Linci,  SfoTc  Route  1  belween 
Junipero  Serro  Bouievord  ond  Ale- 
mony  6ou]evord,San  Jose  Avcnuo, 
ond  State  Route  82  (Southern  Freewoy 
between  Alemony  Boulcyard-Son  Joio 
Avenue  and  lis  connection  with  Ihe 
Southern  Emborcadero  Eiilcnilon- 
Hunlen  Point  Freeway),  il  Is  ursed 
thai  0  portion  Dl  Sfpte  Route  280. 
1,  e.,  thol  segment  o(  the  route  known 
as  Ihe  Western  Freewor,  which  runs 
Uam  Ihe  Son  Moteo  County  Line  lo 
on  Intersection  wllh  Stole  Route  BO 
in  the  viclnlly  of  Golden  Gote  Pork, 
be  deleted  ot  □  component  ol  the  Fed- 
eral inlerstote  highway  system;  and, 
be  It 

FURTHEt*  RESOLVED.  Thol  copies 
Of  this  resoiu'lon  bc^  hjrworded  Imme- 
olately  to  Seoolors  Kuchel  and  Solln- 
Ber,  Senator-elccI  Murphy,  l^epresent- 
slivrs  Burton  and  f,<3illi,-ird,  Ihe  Cail- 
lornlo  Division  of  Hlohwoys.  the  Son 
Froncisco  regional  olllce  o(  the  Fed- 
eroi  Bureou  ol  Public  Soods,  Ihe 
Sloto  ond  tho  Federol  Leglslotlyo  Rep- 
resenlotlves,  with  Ihe  urgent  request 
ihat  Ihey  lend  then  iood  oliicei  to 
Ihe  attainmunl  ol  Ibo  objeelivos  here- 
in specilied. 

1  hereby  cerlily  thol  the  fofMOlno 
raiolullon  was  □dopled  by  the  Soord 
of  Supei-visofj  ol  the  City  and  County 
ol  Son  Francisco  ot  Its  meellna  ot 
Dec,  21,  1964. 

hOBEfiTJ.  DOLAN,  Clerk. 
Approved;  Dec.  29,  1964 

JOHN  F.  SHELLEY,  Moyor. 
Jon.  2,  196S— 11 


APPENDIX  IV 

RIGHT   OF  WAY  DEFINITIONS 


Improvement:  Structures  on  required  parcels. 

Unit:  Portion  of  improvement  occupiefi  by  single  family  or  busi- 
ness . 

Single-Family  Residential :  An  improvement  used  by  a 
family  unit  for  residential  purposes. 

Multiple  Residential:  An  improvement  used  for  residen- 
tial purposes  by  more  than  one  family  unit.    This  includes  flats, 
duplexes,  andapartment  buildings.  Rooming  and  boarding  houses 
are  not  considered  in  this  category,  but  are  considered  as  com- 
mercial establishments. 

Commercial-Residential:  An  improvement  w/hich  is  a  com- 
bination of  commercial  establishment  and  single  family  or  multi- 
ple residential. 

Commercial:  An  improvement  used  for  commercial  purposes. 

Institution  :   Establishments  of  a  public  character  such  as 
schools,  churches,  cemeteries,  and  hospitals. 


RIGHT    OF    WAY  DATA 


APPENDIX  V 


ALTERNATIVES 

SI  NGLE 
FA  M 1 LY 

MULTIPLE  RES. 

COMBINED    USE  (Comm.aRes,} 

COMMERCIAL 

INSTITU- 
TIONS 

RES. 

NO 
IMPR. 

NO  DWL. 
UNITS 

NO 
IMPR. 

ND  nwi 

UNITS 

nyj  <j\J  nfl  ivi 

UNITS 

IMPR. 

NU  LUMM, 
UNITS 

ALTERNATIVES 

F 

■ 

1 2 

58 

322 

14 

22 

14 

51 

51 

0 

F 

Fi  F 

1  1 

49 

304 

4 

1 1 

4 

33 

30 

0 

Fi,  F 

R  F4 

58 

322 

14 

22 

14 

51 

51 

0 

F.  F4 

Fi  F  F4 

1  1 

49 

304 

4 

1  I 

4 

32 

29 

0 

Fi,F.F4 

F  Fs 

1,19 

1  2 

58 

322 

14 

22 

14 

50 

50 

0 

F,  Fs 

Fi  F  Fs 
11,1,1  <j 

1  1 

1  1 

49 

304 

4 

1  1 

4 

32 

29 

0 

Fi,F,  Fs 

G 

99 

293 

1,22  1 

27 

1  34 

24 

42 

36 

H 

G 

G  H  F 

1  5 

1  73 

830 

I  2 

54 

1  2 

29 

29 

1 

G.H.F 

G.  H.F4 

1  5 

173 

830 

1  2 

54 

1  2 

28 

28 

1 
1 

Vj,  h,  1-4 

G,H,  Fs 

15 

173 

830 

12 

54 

12 

28 

28 

1 

G.H.Fs 

F.  J.G 

1  1  4 

282 

1,486 

30 

I  04 

27 

64 

58 

2 

F,  J.G 

Fi.  J,  G 

113  1 

273 

1,468 

20 

93 

19 

46 

42 

2 

Fi.J.  G 

Note:  See  Appendix  IV  for  Right-of-Way  Definitions. 


APPENDIX  VI 


ftjutrf  by  C-H.C 

EfiTABLISHJWG  ?POCCDllBE  FOB   LtAriJWG  ACEAS 


vilEffEAS,  Si^iTilon  104.  Wp  SCToatB  and  Hlghtfiv* 

Hnt  of  public  Horlta  to  InAaa  tho  una  of  4ir  4pac«  abova 
or  b*i(7V  staT»  htqhvnyt  to  public  aganciaa  gr  prlVAta 
■ntitlaa  Xn  accoidancc  *ith  procedural  to  ba  pr«acrU>ad 
by  Ch«  CAltfoirtla  nl^hway  Coivliilonr  and 

VHEHEAB.   tvnav  to  privAta  aricitlaa  ara  to 
b*  ant«r4d  only  ftftnr  coxpacitlva  Lidding  uhla^a  tha 
Californl4  Ellqhvny  CooBliiion  flndn  by  unanlnoua  vota 
fiat,   in  certain  cttaovi  <:oap4tltlv»  bidding  would  not 
br  In  Ch*  boat  IntQfAat  of  tha  Stata^  ind 

WIIEREASp  LaDiBB  Of  ipAcv  baiof  fraavAy*  hav* 
pr«vloualy  b«an  antarad  for  purlod*  not  avcaadlng  fiva 
ytaraj  vlth  conitnctlon  of  building  ikpEOVaaanti  pro- 
hlblttdr  Jind 

■f1IEFir.A5p   l^acani  public  dvunda  bava  Indicated 
the  r>«*d  for  coniidailhg  th*  poaatbLlLty  of  nra  intnn- 
aWa  occupancy  of  apace  «boua  and  b«lov  Stata  Mghvayi 
by  building  iBprovoentv  vblcb  will  ragulra  rim  l4a» 
provlalona  foi  pfirkoda  ■umclonc  Id  p*nilt  jiBortl^a- 
tlon  of  building  coitai  4nd 

miSRCASi  Such  intanaiva  ftnd  lon^  tom  uaai 
ngillro  that  tho  Dapartiuint  ot  Public  VorliB  aaaure  thnt 
loBBiB  arc  conalMtenc  vlth  adaquato  piDt«ctlon  to  th« 
higtivny  And  to  aliutt  Irg  or  adjac^^nt  Innd  uaaa  and  Chnt 
pioporad  UBVK  am  not  In  conflict  with  lonlng  raquintions 
of  local  govdnnontai  nnd 

WlKBEfcfi,   toaponnlbility  for  tha  prottctlorx  of 
Abutting  or  ad-^Acent  land  uion  HBt  rent  In  part  vith 
tha  tocal  authority  wMch  axercliD*  contiola  ovar  building 
OA  lands  undnr   [ta  )ur Ladlct Inn;  and 

WIiKREA-^,  Tho  condltlonB  atatad  above  raqulr* 
aubBtantlJiI  prcUBLnary  InvosMnt  by  proapactlvt  leaiva* 
iind  Butennltfa  analyali  and  Inveatigation  by  th*  DepartHofit 
of  PubHc  Horka  and  local  autborltleii  novp   tharaforv,  b« 
It 

RESOLVED,  That  tho  California  Ftlghway  Conlaaion 
rlndP  It  to  bo  In  tha  boat  intoioBt  of  thr  State  to  uao 
nn  offor  ar>d  piopoaal  Cor^t  for  avAidlng  of  laaisa 
Irtvolulng  building  iiaprovoBan'-a  uni  vr  and/or  ovar  GtatA 
hlghvnya  rather  than  atandard  covpalltlva  bidding  pro 
CBdurpBj  and  br  it  further 

HtiOl^D.  That  tho  Dapart>i«nt  of  public  iforki 
hay  analyaa  and  Invtttlgata  BAld  oftari  and  propoaaii 
In  accordanca  vith  tha  policy  outlined  baioinabovo, 
and  theraftftar  r*cov4nd  the  avard  of  alr^  or  ground, 
•P*c*  lafeaaa  tor  California  Bigbvay  CooBiaaion  approval,. 
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Lsofe  of  Areas  Above  or  6e/aw  Highy/ayt 

104.12  Tlie  depurtiiiciit  may  tense  to  public  agencies  or 
private  entities  the  use  of  art'iis  ubovc  or  below  state  high- 
ways, subject  to  such  reservaliona,  restrictions  and  conditions 
as  it  deems  necessary  to  assure  adecjuato  protection  to  the 
safety  and  the  adeciuacy  of  hi^'liway  facilities  and  to  abutting 
or  adjacent  land  uses,  I'rinr  to  entering  into  any  such  lease,  the 
department  shall  determine  that  the  proposed  use  is  not  in  con- 
flict with  (lie  zoning  regulations  of  the  local  government  con- 
cerned. Such  leases  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with  proce- 
dures to  be  prescribed  by  the  California  Highway  Commission, 
eicept  that  in  the  ease  of  lenses  with  private  entities  such 
leases  shall  only  be  made  after  conipi-tilive  bidding  unless  the 
commission  finds  by  unanimous  vote  that  in  certain  cases  com- 
petitive bidding  would  not  he  in  tlie  best  interests  of  the  State. 
The  possibilities  of  entering  into  such  leases  and  the  conse- 
quent benefits  to  be  derived  therefrom  may  be  considered  by 
the  department  in  designing  and  constrnetinf;  sueh  highways. 

RevennoB  from  such  leases  shall  be  deposited  in  the  State 
Highway  Fund. 

Added  by  Chapter  805,  Statutes  1961. 

From  -  1963  Statutes  Relating  To  The  Division  Of  Highways, 
Department  Of  Public  Works 


Route  480 

GIG.  Route  460  is  from  Ronte  80  at  the  San  Franeisco- 
Oakland  Bay  Bridge  approaeh  in  San  Francisco  to  the  junc- 
tion of  Route  280,  Funaton  approach,  and  the  approach  to  the 
Golden  Gate  Bridge  in  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco  passing 
near  the  intersection  of  Lombard  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue. 

From  -  1963  Statutes  Relating  To  The  Division  Of  Highways, 
Department  Of  Public  Works 
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